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Farrer and Gilbert’s Contract, Re. Re The Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 

G. & C. Kreglinger v. New Patagonia Meat and Cold 
Storage Co. (Lim.) 
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Others 

Lyons, Sons, & Co. v. 

Rex v. Simpson and Others. 

Rex v. Yoang 





Current Topics. 


The Vacancy in the City of London Court. 

THE FUTILITY of the appointment of judges by journalists has 
been strikingly illustrated this week in connection with the City 
of London Court. A week ago a contemporary stated that the 
vacancy created by Judge LuMLkyY SMITH’s impending retire- 
ment would be filled up by the appointment of a well-known 
K.C. and member of Parliament, and the statement produced 
the usual photograph of the appointee in the more enterprising 
papers, and even gained the currency of an “it is understood,” 
in the Times. But the only official announcement appears to be 
that no steps have been taken in the matter, and the anticipa- 
tion, intelligent or otherwise-—-we do not suggest that it was not 
intelligent- —awaits verificatién. We believe that, while the 
appointment lies with the Lord Chancellor, the City authorities 
usually have some preliminary arrangements to make as to the 
salary. 


The Supreme Court of Bengale 

WE UNDERSTAND that the necessary steps will shortly be 
taken to replace the Supreme Court of Fort William, Bengal, 
by two separate tribunals, havirg jurisdiction over different 
territories of Bengal. Some regret will be felt at this break in 


| the identity of a court which will always be associated with the 


names of Sir EvisAn Impey, Sir Epwarp East, and other Chief 
ut the change has no doubt been rendered 
necessary by the partition of Bengal. 


Clogging the Equity. 

AT FIRST signe the decision of the House of Lords in 
Kreglinger v. New Patagonia Meat Co. (Times, 21st inst.) seems 
to be at variance with other recent decisions of the same 
tribunal, in which the doctrine of the “clog on the equity” 
has come in question. In Noakes v. Rice (1902 2, A. C. 24) it 

was held, indeed, that the mortgagee could stipulate for a 
collateral advantage—an exclusive right to supply liquor to a 
mortgaged public house—but this terminated when the mortgage 
was ‘paid off. In Bradley v, Carritt (1903, A. C. 253) the 
fetter—an obligation accompanying a mortgage of shares in a 
tea company to employ the mortgagee as tea broker—only 
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operated indirectly, but it was held that it must be confined 
to the continuance of the security, and was determined by 
redemption. Samuel v. Jarrah Timber, &c., Corporation (1904, A.C. 
323) was a clearer case, since there the fetter—an option to buy 
the mortgaged stock witbin a year at a specified price—operated 
directly on the property. In Reeve v. Lisle (1902, A. C. 461) 
the doctrine was avoided, since the agreement creating the 
“clog” was subsequent to the mortgage. 


Collateral Stipulationsin Mortgage Agreements. 


IN THE present {case the respondent company obtained an 
advance on the security of debentures, and by the mortgage 
agreement gave the appellants an exclusive right to purchase 
certain goods—sheepskins—in which they traded, fora period of 
five years. The loan was paid off within the five years, and the 
respondents claimed that the collateral advantage or liability was 
at an end. In most of the cases mentioned above the clog was 
more or less directly on the mortgaged property itself. But the 
facts here do not seem to be readily distinguishable from those in 
Noakes v. Rice (supra), and both befors SWINFEN Eapy, J., and the 
Court of Appeal, it appears to have been assumed that the only real 
question was whether the rule as to clogging the equity applied 
to debentures. There appears, however, to be no distinction in 
this respect between floating debentures and an ordinary mort- 
gage, and so the Court of Appeal held in De Beers Mines v. 
British South Africa Co. (1910, 2 Ch. 502; 1912, A. (. 52). 
The House of Lords in that case, however, held that the colla- 
teral advantage in question—an exclusive licence to work 
diamond grounds—was, in fact, no par’ of the mortgage trans- 
action ; it was not a clog, and it survived repayment ; hence it 
became unnecessary to decide the point as to debentures. And 
the same thing appears to have happened in the present case, 
which went up to the House of Lords mainly, we gather, to enable 
it to supply the omission. Again, it has been held that the 
advantage claimed by the mortgagees was separate from the 
mortgage, and was not determined by payment off, and the ques- 
tion as to debentures still seems to rest on the decision of 
the Court of Appeal. Any further comment would be out of 
place till we have the full judgments before us—in particular 
that of Lord PArkkER--but, as we said, at first sight it looks 
very much as if the House of Lords had declined to follow 
its own decisions. 


Executors and the Statute of Limitations. 


WE VENTURED (57 SOLiciTorRs’ JOURNAL, 279), when War- 
RINGTON, J., gave bis decision in [’e Samuel Blow (57 Souicrtors’ 
JOURNAL, 303), to suggest that that usually very reliable judge 
had made a mistake, and had not given proper weight to the 
effect of section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, in barring claims 
against executors. We are glad, therefore, to see that our 
opinion is supported by the Court of Appeal (Z'imes, 20th inst.) 
which has, by a majority (CozENs-Harpy, M.R., and SWINFEN 
Eapy, L.J.; PHittrore, LJ., diss.), reversed the decision : 
at least as regards the defendants who appealed, though the 
qualification is not, we think, material for the present purpose. 
A curious distinction has been taken, as regards the Statute of Limi- 
tations, between a claim against an executor founded on devastavit 
and a claim against an executor for accounts in administration. 
In the former the plaintiff sets up the devastavit and his claim is 
subject to the statutory limit of six years. In the latter, if any 
assets are not forthcoming because the executor has disposed of 
them wrongfully, he would have to set up his own devastamt, and 
this he is not allowed to do, and he must make good the assets 
at any distance of time (Thorne v. Kerr, 2 K. & J. p. 65; Ke 
Hyatt, 38 Ch. D. 609). To such a case, bowever, section 8 (1) 
(b) of the Trustee Act, 1888, which gives to trustees the benefit of 
the statutory limit of six years in actions against them to recover 
money, seems to apply, since the Act extends to executors: and 
in Lacons v. Wormoll (1907, 2 K. B. 350) Mounron, L.J. 
pointed this out, and observed that an executor is entitled to 
the same statutory limit of six years whatever may be the 
form of the proceedings against him. It would, indeed, be 
absurd for the distinction i os in Thorne v. Kerr to be allowed 


administration was not an action to recover money, and so 
he excluded the Act of 1888, But this reasoning has not 
commended itself to the Court of Appeal, and an unjust anomaly 
in the law is thus removed. 


Lord Lytton and the Profession of the Law. 
STUDENTS OF the law may be interested in reading in “The 
l.ife of the First Lord Lytton” just published, a letter addressed 
by that eminent author and politician to his son, who it appears 
bad expressed a wish to leave the diplomatic profession. 
‘‘ Suppose,” says Lord Lytton, “instead of diplomacy you had 
gone to the law and fagged at it, you would not have had such 
moments of despondency as you have now. Why? Because you 
would have had a labour more apart from what is called pleasure, 
from society, &c. Such pleasure would have been seized as a joyous 
recreation. But you chose, and I was pleased you should choose, 
a profession which allowed you to have the true season of youth, 
Lawyers can never have it.” We offer our warmest sympathy 
to the youthful members of the legal profession in these 
melancholy circumstances, and would merely observe that a large 
proportion of even the more diligent of their number appear to 
find leisure for week-ends and outdoor sports. At the same 
time, there is encouragement in the idea that diplomacy is really 
a lawyer’s profession, and when international questions come to 
be put on a rational footing, the training for a diplomat will be 
found in the law and not in society. 


Distress for Taxes. 

Tue right of a landlord to enforce the payment of rent in 
arrear by seizing upon goods or cattle, whether the property of his 
tenant or not, which he may find on the demised premises, has been 


1908 ; but it isnot generally known that a distress may be levied 
for income tax and inhabited house duty upon goods found on 
the premises, although these goods belong to a person other than 
the tenant from whom the taxes are due. Ina case just heard 
in the Divisional Court (Macgregor v. Clamp, Times, 25th inst.) an 
action had been brought against the collector of taxes for seizing, 
under a distress warrant, a pianu belonging to a married woman, 
for income tax and inhabited house duty due from her husband. 
Such a distress is regulated by the Taxes Management Act, 1880, 
which enacts, by section 2, that if a person refuses to pay the 
amount charged upon him in respect of these taxes, the collector 
may distrain upon the premises charged with such sums of 
money without any further authority than the warrant 
delivered to him. The learned judges (PRAY and Luvs, J.J.), 
held without difficulty that the Act amending the law of distress 
applied to distresses for rent due to a superior landlord and 
tenant, and not to a distress for taxes. It shou'd be noted 
that the warrant of distress against a ratepayer is simply to 
make distress of his goods and chattels. But the difference in 
the case of taxes is an anomaly which should, of course, be 
abolished. 


Committals to Assizes. 

SHORTLY BEFORE the Long Vacation, a county court judge, 
who considered that his list was overburdened by remitted 
actions sent to him from the High Court, by way of protest, 
refused to hear one them. The Divisional Court, upon an appli- 
cation for a rule in lieu of mandamus, censured severely this form 
of “ passive resistance,” and penalized him by directing him to 
pay the costs of the rule, a decision, however, which at the present 
moment is under appeal. But now a High Court judge, whom 
that court cannot control by certiorari or mandamus, has followed 
this example by action which is precisely analogous. Mr. Justice 


trates to lighten the work of assizes by sending them 


action seems objectionable on at least three grounds. In the firs 
place,when magistrates, in the exercise of the discretion committed 
to them by law, direct a case to be tried at assizes, their det 





to continue. WARRINGTON, J., held, however, that a ereditor’s 


sion deserves to be respected and obeyed just as much as that of’ 


materially restricted by the Law of Distress Amendment Act, | 


Avory, finding in the assize calendar at Manchester a number @ 
of indictments triable at quarter sessions, made an order tha 9 
in all such cases costs should be paid to the prosecutor only 0 & 
the sessions and not on the assizes scale. This he avowedly did § 
in order to penalize such cases and induce the committing magi § 


quarter sessions. We must frankly say that the learned judge! § 
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High Court judge or master when he orders a particular mode of 
trial. To treat it contemptuously and indirectly penalize it, 
is simply an attack on judicial authority—which judges of all 
persons ought not to set the example of practising. Again, to 
penalize the prosecutor in costs, when he has no say whatever 
as to the court to which his case is committed, seems an extremely 
reactionary blunder in penal jurispradence ; it is a revival of the 
“whipping-boy” system, under which the sufferings of an 
innocent person are utilized to coerce a guilty one through his 
affections. We feel sure that Mr. Justice AVORY would condemn 
a parent or schoolmaster who nowadays adopted such a system. 
Lastly, the learned judge seems to go wholly wrong in thinking 
that the saving of time to Commissioners of Assizes is the only 
consideration in deciding whether cases shall be sent to quarter 
sessions or assizes. ‘The reason why justices send small cases 
to assizes is usually because the next holding of the latter 
precedes quarter sessions and thereby obtains for prisoners not 
on bail a speedy trial—as a Home Office circular quoted to his 
lordship impresses upon justices. Mr. Justice Avory is reported 
to have met this point by saying that prisoners who plead 
guilty suffer no hardship by the delay, while those on bail ‘are 
not seriously affected. But, unfortunately, many prisoners 
ultimately acquitted cannot find sureties and so are not released 
on bail, and in their case any unnecessary delay is an indefensible 
Injustice. 


Compromises by Counsel. 

A VERY instructive case, dealing with a point little understood 
either by barristers or solicitors—-namely, the precise extent and 
limits of counsel’s authority to compromise an action in such a 
way as to bind his client—is that of Hay v. Ollivier (Times, 22nd 
inst.). The plaintiff, a philanthropic lady who had befriended 
the negro population of Jamaica, brought an action of libel 
against a former governor of that island, Sir SYDNEY OLIVIER, 
for imputations upon her, as she alleged, made by him in a 
report to the Colonial Office. The substantial defence to the 
action was “ privileged communication,” and when the case came 
on for hearing the plaintiff’s counsel, believing she had no certain 
rospect of success, advised her to agree to a settlement of the 
itigation. A written apology was to be made to her by the 
defendant, and statements were to have been made in open court 
designed to remove any imputation on her character ; each party 
was to pay his or her own costs of the action. After various 
negotiations and discussions with her counsel the plaintiff appears 
to have reluctantly submitted, rather than consented, to this 
course on the morning of the trial, and she was present in court 
when counsel announced that the case bad been settled on 
the terms mentioned. Apparently there was some slight mis- 
understanding as to the form of the apology, and the plaintiff 
seems not to have realized that she would have to 
pay certain costs of the other side which had been given 
against her in any event during the interlocutory proceedings ; 
of course, such costs were not costs “of the action,” and there- 
fore outside the arranged compromise. Later on, the lady 
applied unsuccessfully to get the settlement set aside; but both 
Mr. Justice Avory, the trial judge, and the Court of Appeal 
refused to do this. This result, indeed, seems to follow from 
the general principles now well-settled which govern counsel’s 
authority during litigation. Prima facie counsel’s authority 
gives him complete control over the litigation (Moscatti v. Lawson, 
1835, 1 Moo. & R., per Baron ALDERSON, at 454). It 
may be expressly limited by his client either (1) when his brief 
is delivered, or (2) afterwards by revocation of his authority to 
represent and withdrawal of his retainer. But in the former 
case the express limitation must not put counsel in a subordinate 
position to the client ; the litigant must either conduct his case 
himself or leave it entirely to counsel (New Brunswick Railway 
v0. v. Conybeare, 1862, 9 H. L. Cas. 711, per Lord WESTBURY, 
at p. 719). And revocation cannot take place after counsel has 
eed to conduct the case in court (Reg. v. Maybury, 
ry os L. T. 566). _It follows from this general principle 
» unless expressly limited upon retainer or before entrance 
into court, counsel’s authority extends to (1) withdrawing a 
juror (Wallace v. Cook, Times, 15th June, 1903); (2) calling or 


N. 8. 59); (3) consenting to a reference (Smith v. Troup, 1849, 

7 C. B. 757) ; (4) consenting to a verdict (Matthews v. Munster, 

20 Q. B. D. 141); (5) undertaking not to appeal (Re West Devon 

Mine, 1888, 38 Ch. D. 51); and (6) consenting to the trial of 

= appeal by two judges only (Haworth v. Pilbrow, 1911, 
. N. 6). 


Limitations of Counsel’s Authority. 


BUT WIDE as, in the:absence of express limitation, is counsel’s 
authority to compromise after he has taken seisin of the case by 
entering upon the actual conduct of it in court, there are certain 
implied limitations put upon it before that stage is reached. 
These appear to arise out of the client’s right to revoke that 
authority before the actual hearing. Hence, if counsel in fact 
consults his client before the hearing as to a compromise, he 
appears to be bound by the client’s expression of opinion as to 
the kind of settlement he will accept (Neale v. Gordon Lennoz, 
1902, A. C. 465). For the giving of definite instructions at this 
stage by the client is equivalent to revocation of counsel’s 
authority in the event of his contravening those instructions. If 
he does exceed the limitations thus imposed by his client, then 
the court asa rule will set aside the settlement as unauthorized 
(Neale v. Gordon Lennoz, supra). But here there are three 
different cases which have to be distinguished. In the first case, 
counsel himself may mistake the full extent of the limitation 
imposed upon him ; in that event, if he so informs the court, both 
his client and himself will be released from the compromise, 
Harvey v. Croydon Union (26 Ch. D, 249). In the second case, 
he may be aware of the limitation on his authority and may 
have communicated it to counsel on the other side; here the 
client can get the compromise set aside : Strauss v. Francis (1866, 
L. R. 1 Q. B. 379, per BLackBurN, J., at p. 382). But 
there is a third case, where counsel’s authority is limited, but 
the other side enters into the compromise in ignorance of 
that limitation. Here the court has no fixed rule; it exercises 
a discretion, and does what is just in the actual circumstances, 
and may set aside the compromise or not as it considers just 
(Neale v. Gordun Lennoz, supra). Now, it is naturally in this last 
class of case that difficulties arise in practice. Two opposite 
examples of the court’s exercise of its discretion are here repre- 
sented by Neale’s case (supra) and Hay v. Ollivier, on which we 
are commenting. In each case a lady sued for libel; in each 
case counsel was authorized by his client to effect a compromise ; 
in each case counsel did so; but in the former his compromise 
was set aside, in the latter it was not. In Neale’s case the plaintiff 
had authorized her counsel to settle the action upon the withdrawal 
of all imputations against her character, and had settled 1t without 
any such condition; very properly the court considered the 
condition vital, and released the plaintiff from a compromise 
which omitted it. In Hay v. Ollivier, the plaintiff appears 
to have authorized her counsel to settle upon withdrawal of the 
imputations against her in a particular verbal form, whereas this was, 
in fact, done in a different verbal form. This difference the court 
could not treat as vital ; even assuming the lady’s version of the 
authority to be correct it would have been unjust to the other 
side to set aside upon a mere minor detail a settlement entered 
into by them without notice of any limitation on counsel’s 
authority. Such appears to have been the Court of Appeal’s 
reason for exercising its discretion by upholding the com- 
promise. 

Contributory Negligence on Highways, 

IN AN article last week upon “ Public Rights on Highways”’ 
(ante, p. 77), we drew attention to the rule in Davies v. Mann 
(10 M. & W.546), so far as it affects the responsibility of a 
motorist who recklessly, wantonly and negligently runs over and 
injures persons using the highway. In that case, where the 
defendant had ridden over and killed a donkey, wrongfully left 
in the highway by the plaintiff, the latter recovered damages. 
For his contributory negligence was not the necessary and in- 
evitable cause of the accident : notwithstanding all that, had the 
defendant taken proper care, he would not have ridden over the 
donkey. We are glad to see that in the very recent case of 
Catchpole v. Minster (Times, 21st inst.), this principle has been 





refusing to call witnesses (Chambers vy. Mason, 1858, 5 C. B. 





clearly recognized and reaffirmed in similar circumstances by 
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a strong Divisional Court, consisting of Bray and Lusn, JJ. 
The facts of this case were these: About half-past five o’clock on 
a November evening the plaintiff's sheep, to the extent 
of a hundred, were going along a highway in charge of a 
drover and a dog. Notwithstanding the darkness prevalent 
at that hour of a winter evening, no headlights were 
carried by the drover. The sheep were run over by a 
taxicab belonging to the defendant; but upon an action for 
damages in Halesworth County Conrt the plaintiff was non- 
suited by the judge on the ground that plaintiff's drover was 
guilty of “contributory negligence ” in omitting to carry alight. 
Now, upon the principle enunciated in Davis v. Mann (supra), 
this decision seems clearly wrong. Even granting that it is 
negligent of a drover to be without a light, such negligence is not 
“contributory negligence ” unless it rendered an accident evit- 
able. It does not absolve the defendant from his duty to exer- 
cise reasonable care in using the highway. If he has failed to do 
so, and but for such failure could have averted the accident, he 
is guilty of negligence—notwithstanding the drover’s prior negli- 
gence. The judge was therefore wrong in non-suiting the 
plaintiff, and the Divisional Court ordered a new trial. The view 
taken by it, in our opinion, is sounder than that apparently acted 
upon recently by Mr. Justice ELDON BANKES at Chester Assizes 
(ante, p. 78). 








The Real Property and Conveyancing 
Bills. 


THe ProposeD CHANGES IN REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 
IV. 

Mortgages (continued).-We pointed out last week that there is 
apparently a*difference between the promise of the Report of 
the Land Transfer Commission and the performance of the 
Real Property Bill as to the creation of mortgages off the register. 
It will be found, however, un closer examination, that very 
considerable latitude is allowed, and, in particular, an ordinary 
mortgage deed executed by the registered proprietor, provided 
it is noted on the register, will be effectual for all purposes, 
including the passing of the legal estate, until the mortgagee 
requires to sell; when this occasion arises, he will have to 
register the mortgage as a registered charge, and transfer under 
the powers of the Land Transfer Act, 1875. This method of 
mortgaging registered land is, perhaps, the most prominent 
feature in the proposed changes. 

But in order to form an opinion on the expediency of these 
changes it is necessary to commence with the existing system of 
mortgages of unregistered land, and ascertain as briefly as 
possible how far the proposed system retains its advantages and 
corrects its defects. Mortgages are either legal or equitable, and 
equitable mortgages are subdivided according as they are in 
the form of a legal mortgage and purport to convey an estate 
or are mere charges. The three classes of mortgages can be 
conveniently described as legal mortgages, equitable mortgages, 
and charges. The advantages of a legal mortgage are that the 
legal estate may give priority, and certainly gives the right to 
recover possession, and the mortgage carried a power of sale; 
the advantages of an equitable mortgage are that, subject to the 
legal mortgage, it gives the right to recover possession—we are, 
of course, aware that a contrary opinion is widely held, but we 
do not stop to diseuss the point now--and carries a power of 
sale ; a charge may be created in such a way as to confer in 
effect the full rights of a mortgagee, but if it is a mere charge, 
it gives neither the right to possession nor a power of sale. 
These three forms of creating securities have hitherto been 
found convenient and have served the purposes of borrowers 
and lenders. 

The only disadvantages which, so far as we are aware, have 
been suggested are (1) the necessity for investigation of the 
mortgagor's title, and (2) the risk of some unknown incumbrance 
having priority. We have already seen how these dis- 
advantages will be met by the system of conveyancing proposed 


by the Conveyancing Bill. The system of registration is 
admissible as a rival only so far as it aims at removing these same 
disadvantages. Now, as regards the mortgagor's title, it is, of 
course, the main object of registration of title to make this clear. 
The system in its ultimate form postulates a proprietor with 
absolute title. The only other point is that the register should 








shew the incumbrances which have been created and the order 
in which they are to rank, and for this purpose it is sufficient 
that notice of them shall be entered on the register. So far, 
then, the existing system of mortgages need only be interfered 
with by the establishment of a register of ownership with the 
addition of a register of incumbrances corresponding toa deed 
register. 

But this apparently simple result is subject to two further 
requirements, fancied or real, and it is to these that much of 
the difficulty attending registration appears to be due. The 
mortgagee’s remedies depend upon his power to take possession 
and his power of sale. For the first he must have either the 
legal estate or an equitable estate carrying the immediate right 
to possession ; for the second he must have power to procure the 
substitution of his purchaser as registered proprietor. It is on 
account of the first requirement that practitioners have not been 
satisfied with a registered charge, but have insisted on the 
mortgagee obtaining the legal estate. Section 25 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, gives him, indeed, a right of entry to obtain 
satisfaction of the mortgage money, and prima facie this seems 
to be all he wants. But it has been objected that he acquires 
only an estate in the nature of an estate by elegit, not the fee 
simple, and that this throws doubt on his right to recover in 
ejectment; moreover, he has not the power of creating legal 
interests such as leases. f 

The attempt to overcome these objections by conferring on the 
registered chargee the legal estate bas caused no little complica- 
tion in the system of registration. With a view to the simplicity 
of the system, it seems to be important, if not essential, that the 
registered proprietor should have the legal estate. Probably this 
was the real intention of the framers of the Act of 1875, though 
they did not consistently adhere to it, and hence no provision was 
expressly made for vesting the legal estate in a registered 








chargee. Section 49, however, left it open to create estates off 
the register, and the subtlety of the Court of Appeal in Capital 
and Counties Bank v. Rhodes (1903, 1 Ch. 631) recognized the 
possibility of conveying the legal estate'away from the registered 
title. Hence has arisen the anomaly of a separation between the 
registered estate and the legal estate. The registry has 
attempted to correct the failure of the Act to give the chargee 
the ieyal estate by allowing a conveyance of the legal estate to 
be incorporated in the registered charge, but it has also been 
possible to create a legal mortgage of registered land quite off the 
register, though doultless such a procedure is unsatisfactory. 
Now, if the legal estate can be severed from the estate of the 
registered proprietor, we do not know of any special reason why 
it should not be dealt with quite off the register. On the 
transfer for value by the registered proprietor it will be brought 
back to the register, and no harm is done except that the 
simplicity of the registered title for the time being is spoilt. The 
draftsmen of the Real Property Bill, however, allow of the 
separation of the legal estate and the proprietor’s estate in the 
case of a mortgage, but only on condition that the mortgage 
shall be “noted” on the register; in other words, the 
registered proprietor need not have the legal estate, but it must 
be possible to trace the legal estate by reference to some instru- 
ment which is either registered or noted on the register. 
We have said that the separation of the legal estate and the 
estate of the registered proprietor is opposed to the fundamental! 
idea of registration. Clearly that is so. What other register 
is there where the registered proprietor is one person and the 
legal owner another? Certainly not a register of shares or the 
register of shipping. The object of registration is that the 
registered proprietor shall stand to all the world as the one and 
only owner for legal purposes—that is, he bas the legal estate. 
Only in the Land Registry is the register tobe dubious. It is 
supposed to shew the legal proprietor ; it may do so or not, 
according to circumstances. But unless the registered proprietor 
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is the real dominus, the register misses its object and stands con- 
demned. We have already pointed out that one of the advantages 
of a mortgage in private conveyancing is the conferring of the 
legal estate, partly to give a right to possession and enable the 
mortgagee to deal with the land at law, and partly to secure 
priority. The latter advantage the register gives by registration 
of mortgages. There remains only the'right to recover possession 
and deal with the land, and it is merely for the purpose of 
securing this right by the means employed in conveyancing off 
the register, that the fundamental idea of registration is to be 
abandoned, and the separation of the legal and the registered 
proprietary estate definitely recognised. 

But where is the necessity for this? The practical importance 
of the registered chargee obtaining the legal estate has probably 
been exaggerated, and if he requires to stand before the world 
as owner he must adopt the proper course and become the regis- 
tered proprietor ; the only proper way short of this is to extend 
his statutory powers as mortgagee, so as to enable him to deal 
with the registered estate. But in private conveyancing the 
mortgagee who wishes to have the powers of a legal owner 
takes a conveyance of the legal estate and thus qualifies 
himself as owner. Similarly, on the register, the only course 
compatible with simplicity is to require the mortgagee, if he 
desires to exercise legal yowers, to do £0 as registered proprietor. 

If the system of registration is maintained, the above sugges- 
tion, which is made in the interest of tke simplicity of the 
system, probably indicates the form which it will ultimately take. 
But at present we are immediately concerned with the mode in 
which the Real Property Bill carries out the recommendation 
of the Land Transfer Commission that mortgages should be 
effected off the register. This the draftsmen have interpreted as 
meaning that mortgages shall be created by any method now 
recognized, but that they shall be brought within the cognizance of 
the Registry so far as is necessary to maintain the efficiency of 
the register : and they regard this efficiency as depending on two 
points :—(1) The legal estate must be capable of being traced by 
reference to documents registered or noted on the register ; and (2) 
the mortgage must be registered as a charge before the mortgagee 
sells. They have also retained the existing system of registered 
charges—though this does not seem to have been contemplated 
by the Commission--and have provided that such a charge 
shall in general take effect as if it had contained a grant of the 
registered estate (clause 64). And they have retained the charge 
by deposit of the land certificate allowed by the last paragraph 
of section 8 (4) of the Act of 1897, but under Schedule V., Part 
II, clause 3 (6) of the Bill it will be subject to interests either 
registered or protected on the register. 


The power of creating mortgages of registered land by instru- 
ment off the register is given by clause 65, as follows :— 

65.—(1) The registered proprietor of any freehold or leasehol 
land may, subject to any entry to the contrary on the register, 
mortgage by deed or otherwise, the land or any part thereof in 
any manner which would have been permissible if the land had 
not been registered : Provided that— 

(a) The registered land comprised in the mortgage is described 
in a manner sufficient to identify the same without reference 
to any other document ; 

(4) The only estate conferred on the mortgagee is a fee 
simple or term of years absolute. 

(2) A mortgage made under this section may, if by deed, be 
protected by notice thereof given to the Registrar in the pre- 
scribed form, and any mortgage so made (whether by deed or 
not) may be protected by a caution. 


The intention of this is to render effective a mortgage of 
registered land, made in any ordinary form, provided it is noted 
on the register ; but, if it is a legal mortgage, then in order to 
preserve the legal estate it must be noted or protected by a 
caution within one month. The effect, however, as regards the 
legal estate has to be gathered from various clauses. Under 
clause 67 (3), the legal estate vests in the registered proprietor, 
but this is subject “to any legal estate or term which is registered 
or protected on the register”; therefore, it is subject to a 
conveyance of the legal estate by an ordinary legal mortgage 
made under clause 65; though under sub-clause 5 this will take 


effect in equity only, unless noted or protected by a caution within 
one month. Thus the legal estate can, on a mortgage, be severed 
from the proprietor’s estate, but unless noted or protected it 
loses its status as a legal estate and becomes an equitable estate. 
It is contemplated that a permanent mortgage will be “noted ” 
and not merely protected by a caution, and that it will give the 
mortgagee all the security he requires until he wishes to sell, 
rand then provision is made for his mortgage to be registered as 
a charge, so as to enable him to transfer under section 27 of the 
Act of 1875. 

This brings us to the second point on the system of regis- 
tration as affected by mortgages. As long as the mortgagee 
does not require to exercise his powers, it is sufficient that his 
mortgage is noted on the register as a warning to intending 
lenders. When, however, he proposes to sell, he must have 
power to alter the registered title ; and it is here that something 
more than a mere register of charges is required. He must 
satisfy the registrar that he has power to transfer the land. 
This means that his mortgage deed must be produced to the 
Registrar and his power to sell the registered estate verified. 
The Commissioners recommended that the Registrar should issue 
a certificate of the validity of a proposed dealing by the mort- 
gagee (Recommendation 10). But the draftsmen have rendered 
such a certificate unnecessary by requiring the mortgagee who 
wishes to exercise his power of sale to register his mortgage as a 
registered charge. He will then have all the powers of a regis- 
tered chargee, and will be able to sell and transferas such. But, 
as just stated, it will be necessary for the Registrar to satisfy 
himself that the instrument is, in fact, a mortgage proper to be 
registered as a charge, and for this purpose it will be produced to 
the Registrar when the application is made to have it noted on 
the register. 

It remains to notice the provision of clause 66 (2) as to 
priority :— 

66 (2)—Subject to any entry to the contrary on the 
register, registered charges and mortgages (whether registered 
or protected by notice) shall rank in order of priority in accord- 
ance with the date of registration or entry. 

If will thus be seen that the proposed system enables a mort- 
gage to be effected off the register; that is, by an ordinary 
mortguge deed ; but that to obtain the benefit of the legal estate, 
of the power of sale, and of priority, it must be noted on the 
register. So far there is a great concession to the convenience 
of landowners and practitioners. On the other hand, the retention 
of registered charges, and the numerous provisions——we have only 
cited a few—on which the proposed system depends, give it, as 
we have already remarked, an appearance of no little complication, 
and we imagine that the draftsmen are sacrificing the real 
principles of registration in a well-meant attempt to reconcile it 
with private conveyancing. The question inevitably suggests 
itself whether the practical outcome of their proposals is not a 
register of deeds tacked on to a simplified system of registration 
of title. 

(To be continued.) 
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These volumes come as a timely warning of the new year, which 
is now not far distant. Each bas its own merits which appeal 
specially to lawyers who have made it their daily companion in the 
past, and it is not for us to apportion praise where the contents of 
each are so useful. 

In the Lawyer's Companion and Diary, the leading feature, apart 





from the blank diary pages, is the law list, containing the English 
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bar, with supplementary lists of the provincial bars; a list of 
London solicitors, containing firm names as well as the names of 
individual solicitors, whether in partnership or not ; and a list of 
country solicitors arranged under their towns. Prefixed to the diary 
pages is much useful matter, constituting Part 1. and including 
scales of costs and court fees ; an alphabetical index to the principal 
practical statutes ; and stamp duties and rates of death duties ; and 
the law lists are followed at the end of the book by lists of county 
courts, of recorders, town clerks, clerks to county councils, and 
coroners, and of the practising members of the Institute of Chartered 
Accountants in London and the country. Altogether, a very con- 
venient and handy book for office reference. 

The Solicitors’ Diary contains, after the diary pages, a full guide 
to the courts, with the judges and officials, and to the various 
public oftices, the county court districts, with the names of the 
registrars, coroners, official receivers, police and stipendiary magis- 
trates, the English bar and London and country solicitors ; also 
colonial and foreign lawyers and notaries. And at the end there 
follows much information useful to the lawyer in his daily practice, 
such as practical directions for enrolling deeds in the Central Court, 
filing returns of companies, registration of bills of sale and deeds of 
arrangement, registration of title, and registration of deeds in 
Middlesex and Yorkshire ; but the matter is too complete and various 
for us to enumerate it all. Let us pass to the useful features at the 
end—the insurance and banking directories—and say that the lawyer 
who does not find his wants supplied here is hard to please. 

Sweet and Maxwell's Diary for Lawyers has one of those 
ingenious devices that delight the heart of the practical man. A 
hole in the edging of the pages shows you at once where the index is, 
and in front of that mark is collected all the miscellaneous matter, 
while behind it is the diary, allowing a full page for each day. In 
the copies of the other diaries before us two days are given to a page, 
but they can be obtained with varying allowances in thisrespect. In 
this volume, also, there is an abundance of useful matter, but space is 
saved by excluding the bar list and giving only the names of solici- 
tors who are members, town or country, of the Law Society. The 
miscellaneous matter is excellently printed and arranged, and includes 
full particulars of the county courts and their districts, of the High 
Court with a table of judges and officials, showing the exact location 
of each in the Royal Courts of Justice ; Supreme Court, County 
Court and Land Registry fees; Supreme Court and County Court 
costs and time tables ; and stamp and death duties. The general 
style and get up of the volume is excellent and makes it a pleasure 
to use, 
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The method of expounding law by annotating a certain number 
of selected cases, although not tending to scientific exactness and 
arrangement, has toa certain extent been found practically useful, 
and “ White and Tudor” is one of the recognized instances of the 
successful treatment of law on these lines. But the two volumes 
furnish somewhat too spacious a repast save for the advanced 
student, and Mr. Kelke has consulted the capacities and desires of 
the ordinary student by giving the pith of the volumes in the present 
book. The fact that it has me od a third edition shews that his 
condensation has been appreciated. In successive chapters he treats 
of the various subjects of equitable jurisdiction—trusts, mortgages, 
specific performance, and so on—and under each the student will 
find the doctrines of equity clearly and concisely stated, with 
reference to the chief decisions. Thus the section on the priority 
of mortgages will put him on the track of such important cases 
as Northern Counties Insurance Co. v. Whipp (26 Ch. D. 482) and 
Taylor v. Russell (1892, A. C. 244), 
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Correspondence. 


County Court Costs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I am interested in a controversy in which the contention is 
set up that a solicitor—acting for an unsuccessful defendant in a 
county court action brought to recover say, £99, involving com- 
plicated accounts and a counter-claim, the plaintiff ultimately 
recovering less than £2—is nut entitled to any costs whatever against 
hisclient. This extraordinary proposition is sought to be established 
by section 118 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and opinion of the 
Council of the Law Society, No. 960, quoted in the Digest at page 
292. There was no agreement in writing to pay costs. 

If any of your readers are familiar with such a contention, and can 
refer to any decision on the subject, I have no doubt that the 
subject will be of general interest. H. A. 


Nov. 22. 





Costs of Solicitor-Mortgagee. 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—A purchases certain property, and in due course receives the 
deeds from his solicitor duly completed. 

A short time afterwards A applies to his solicitor for a loan on 
security of the property, and returns the deeds to his solicitor to 
enable him to prepare the mortgage and of course to hold. 

A subsequently sells the property, and the purchaser’s ‘solicitor 
attends at the office of the vendor's solicitor to examine the deeds. 

For producing these the solicitor-mortgagee contends that he is 
entitled to charge a fee, which the purchaser's solicitor refuses to pay 
on the ground that, although the vendor's solicitor might have been, 
entitled to charge a fee as mortgagee, yet he could not refuse to 
produce the deeds as vendor’s solicitor without charge. ; 

The various opinions in the Law Society’s “Law Practice and 
Usage” do not quite touch the point, as in these cases the solicitor 
producing the deeds was not himself the mortgagee. 

[ shall be glad of the views of your readers. CAESAROMAGUE. 

Nov. 25. 


Acknowledgment for Production of Deeds on 
Payment of Policy. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I shall be very much obliged if you can render me any 
assistance in tracing a case which I feel sure was recently decided, 
but of which I have not the name. The facts of the case were as 
follows :— 

“ A takes out a policy of insurance on his life, and after his death 
the moneys under such policy are claimed by his executor. In his 
lifetime A mortgages the policy, but the mortgage was subsequently 
paid off and the policy reassigned. Notice of the mortgage and 
reassignment was given to the insurance company and registered. 
The insurance company refused to pay over the moneys due under 
the policy without A’s executor signing an acknowledgment of 
their right to production of the mortgage and reassignment.” 

Are the insurance company entitled to such an acknowledgment ? 

I feel sure, and some other people to whom I have mentioned the 
case are also equally sure, that there was a recent decision to the 
effect that the insurance company have no right to have any such 
acknowledgment. 

Any assistance which you or your readers can render I shall be 
very grateful for. QUERY. 

[We do not remember the exact case, but Re Palmer (1907, 1 Ch. 
486) seems to be in point. On payment of a share in trust funds to 
an assignee, the trustee claimed delivery of the deed of assignment. 
His right to this was denied, though it seems to have been admitted 
that he was entitled to an acknowledgment and undertaking.— 
[Ep. S./.] 





Conveyancing Etiquette and Practice. 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Referring to the correspondence on the subject of the practice 
with regard to requisitions, I venture to offer some observations 
after an experience of nearly half a century. 

I should have said that till within recent years the practice was 
universally, that the purchaser retained the original requisitions, and 
the vendor the original replies, and that it is only within recent years 
that the practice has become unsettled. ' 

As there is now apparently no settled practice, I suggest that, 
before a rule can be laid down, first principles should be considered. 

What appears to me to be the governing principle in this case, is, 
that when an original document in the nature of requisitions, or 
pleadings in an action (to which requisitions are analogous), or 
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correspondence, is served by one solicitor upon another the original | had thus arisen was brought before Swinfen Eady, J., on a motion for 
document is or should be invariably retained by the recipient solici- | an interlocutory injunction to restrain the respondents from selling 
tor. None of your correspondents suggest that the original “answers | sheep skins to anyone else than the appellants. That learned judge, as 


to requisitions” thould be returned to the vendor's solicitor, and | Well as the Court of Appeal, refused the motion, on the ground that 
: the point had been settled adversely to the appellants by the decision 








the recipient solicitor still retains the original “ Replies to answers to | 
.s : oll ae : . |} of this House in De Beers Consolidated Mines (Limited) v. British South 

requisitions ” or “ Observations on replies” or whatever form the | °%, ; ‘ . ; “ye 
| l a Africa Co. (1912, A. C. 52). Before he dealt with that decision he 


psequent “ pleadings ” snow > re suit rm) take | : : : 
_— t _ ples gs” (I know of no other more suitable term) take desired to state what must, he conceived, be the broad principles which 


su 


—and this, I think, bears out my view. A draft of a document to bef just cover this ease. The question, therefore, was whether the right 
mere | to redeem had been interfered with. That depended on the answer 
I do not know how the practice of requisitions grew up, but I | to the question : What was the true character of the transaction? Did 
the appellants make a bargain such that the right to redeem was cut 
| down, or did they simply stipulate for a collateral undertaking outside 
and clear of the mortgage, which would give them an exclusive option 

of purchase of the sheep skins of the respondents? The question was 
| not whether the two contracts were made at the same moment and 
| evidenced by the same instrument, but whether they were in substance 
| a single and undivided contract or two distinct contracts. He thought 
| the two transactions were separate and distinct, and he did not see 
how the equity of redemption was affected. If the charge had not been 
| a floating one it might have been more difficult to give effect to what 


settled between two solicitors stands upon a different footing. 


should imagine that in early days the vendor's solicitor, having | 
received the requisitions, returned “ answers” pure and simple, and 
retained the requisitions ;and that the practice of prefixing to the 
answers a copy of the requisitions grew up subsequently, as a matter | 
of convenience and courtesy, and hence the practice of my young 


days. 
The argument from convenience which you adduce in your footnote 


to the letter of Juvenis, weighs, I submit, as much in favour of one 


contention as the other. City So.icirror. 


Nov. 13. 


[We print our correspondent’s letter in deference to his authority 
and experience, but if he refers to the letter of “ H.” at page 45, ant’, 


he will see that we have already acceded to his view. Has he not 
transposed “ purchaser” and “vendor” in the second paragraph /-- 
Ep. S.J.) 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


G. & C. KREGLINGER v. NEW PATAGONIA MEAT AND COLD 
STORAGE CO. (LIM.). 20th and 2Ist Oct. ; 20th Nov. 


MortGaGeE—CLoG or Equiry—FLoatinc CHARGE TO SECURE ADVANCE 
Option TO PurCcHASE ALL SHEEP SKINS FOR Five YraRS—COoLLATERAL 
BarRGAIN—PRIncripPAL Money Parp Orr AarTeER ONE YEAR—ENFORCE- 
MENT OF OpTION FoR ResipuE oF PrR1I0D—WHETHER DoctTRINE 
Acatnst CLoGcGiInc Equiry or RepempTion APPLIES 'T0 FLOATING 
CHARGE. 

The appellants advanced the respondents £10,000 under an agreement 
dated the 24th of August, 1910, the repayment of which sum 





was not to be demanded if the interest was duly paid for five years | 


from that date, but the respondents were at liberty to pay off the loan 
earlier. As a security, the appellants took a floating vharge over the 
respondent's property, the respondents not to create any mortgage or 
charge in priority without the appellants’ consent. The appellants also 
bargained by clause 8 of the agreement that the respondents were not 
for five years from the date of the agreement to sell sheep skins ob 
tained by them in their business to anyone but themselves. The re- 
spondents having, after 18 months, paid off the loan in full, refused to 
sell to the appellants sheep sRins, alli ging that the option the appellants 
had had ceased with the payment off of the loan.or was unenforceable, 
as being a clog on the equity of redemption. 

Held, that the option was a collateral bargain and enforceable hy the 
appellants. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (29 7’. L. PR. 464) reversed. 

Appeal by plaintiffs from an order of the Court of Appeal (reported 
29 Times L. R. 464), which affirmed a decision of Swinfen Eady, J., 
who dismissed a motion for an injunction. The appellants, who were 
wool brokers, entered into an agreement in 1910 to lend £10,000 to the 


respondents. The loan could be paid off at any time, but unless paid 


off was to be for five years certain. During those five years all the | 


sheep skins which the respondents got in course of business as meat 
canners and tallow merchants the appellants were to have the option 


of buying, so long as they were willing to buy at a price equal to the | 
best price (c.i.f., London) offered by anyone else, and the respondents | 


were to pay to the appellants a commission of 1 per cent. on the sale 
price of all skins sold to anyone else. Having paid off the loan in 
January, 1913, the respondents refused to sell to the appellants. 

Tue Houser, having considered, 

Lorp Hatpang, C., in giving judgment, said the respondents, as they 
were entitled to do, had paid off the loan. They claimed that such 
payment had put an end to the option of the appellants to buy the 


respondents’ sheep skins. Under the terms of the agreement, this | 
option would, if it was valid, continue operative until the 24th of | 


August, 1915. What the respondents said was that the stipulation was 
one that restricted their freedom in conducting the undertaking or 
business which was the subject of the floating charge; that it was 
consequently of the nature of a clog on their right to redeem, and was 
invalid ; and that whether it clogged the right to redeem or was in the 
nature of a collateral advantage, it was not intended, and could not 


be made, to endure after redemption. The appellants, on the other | 


hand, said that the stipulation in question was one of a kind usual in 
business, and that it was in the nature not of a clog but of a collateral 
bargain outside the actual loan, which they only agreed to make in 
order to obtain the option itself. They further said that, even if the | 
option could be regarded as within the doctrine of equity, which for- | 


bade the clogging of the right to redeem, that doctrine did not in a | 
case such as this extend to a floating charge. The controversy which | 


a 


he believed was the intention of the parties, namely, that what was to 
be capable of redemption was an undertaking which was deliberately 


left to be freely charged in its details by ordinary business transac 
tions, with which the mortgage was not to interfere. (See Noakes v. 


| 

| Rice, 1902, A. C. 20, and Bradley v. Carritt, 1903, A. C. 253.) He could 
| not help thinking that the validity of the bargain in such cases as 
Bradley v. Carritt (supra) and Santley v. Wilde (1899, 2 Ch. 474) might 
| have been made free from serious question if the parties had chosen to 
seek what would have been substantially the same result in a different 
form. The decision of this House in the De Beers case (supra) did not 





| “eae peg” oa 
| assist the decision in the present case, for it really turned on the facts. 


The result would be that the appeal would be allowed, and an injunction 


| granted on the terms of the motion, with costs there and below. 


Lords Hatssury, ATKINSON, Mersey and PARKER concurred in this 


view. Order accordingly.—Counset for the appellants, Yrank Russel’, 

K.C., and Galbraith; for the respondents, Micklem, K.C., and A. Lee 

Ellis. Sotricrrors, A. Double & Sons; Rawle, Johnstone, & Co. 
[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Court of Appeal. 


LYONS, SONS, & CO. v. GULLIVER. No. 1. 10th, llth, and 
12th Nov. 
NvuISANCE—OBsTRUCTION TO HI1GHWAY—ASSEMBLY Or CROWDS—THEATRE 
QuevE—Pouice RecuLation. 

The | ef of a theatre are liable to the occupiers of adjoimiung pre- 
mises for any obstruction to access to such premise caused hy the 
assembly in the street of a crowd of people weiting for admission to 
the theatre, before the doors are opened, Such an obstruction 3 an 
actionable nuisance, to be restrained by injunction, notwithstanding 
that the crowd is marshalled ina queue, and controlled by the police. 

So held by Cozens Hardy, M.R ’ and Swinfen Eady, L.J. (Philli 
more, L.J., dissenting). 

Decision of Joyce, Bes athimed., 

Barber v. Penley (1893, 2 Ch. 447) followed. 

Per Phillimore, L.J.,—The*crowd likely to be attracted by a public 
entertainment is a matter purely for police regulation and control, and 
if properly controlled should cause no nuisance. 

Appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 57 Soticrrors’ 
Journat 444). The action was brought for an injunction to restrain 
the defendants from carrying on the business of the Palladium Theatre 
of Varieties upon their premises in Argyll-street, Regent-street, London, 
| so as to cause a nuisance to the plaintiffs by obstructing access to or 
| egress from the plaintiffs’ premises, or by causing any noisy or other 
interference with the beneficial occupation and enjoyment thereof by 
reason of the assembly of crowds and otherwise. The plaintiffs were 
lessees of No. 3, Argyll street, where they carried on business as whole 
sale milliners, and they alleged that the defendants, by inviting the 
public to attend the performances at the Palladium, which, at the time 
of action brought, were given three times daily, at 2.30 p.m., 6.20 p.m., 
} and ¥.10 p.m., were causing large numbers of persons to assemble in 
the street, previous to the opening of the doors. Seats in the upper 
circle, the cheapest part of the house, could only be booked upon pay- 
ment of an additional fee, and its patrons, as a rule, preferred to wait 
in the street in a queue, the size and length of which varied with the 
time of year and the drawing power of the entertainment provided, but 
which, according to the evidence, frequently extended from the doors 
of the theatre some distance past the plaintiffs’ premises, which. were 
situated about forty yards away on the same side of the street. The 
| plaintiffs claimed that the assembly of this queue constituted an ob 
struction of the highway and a nuisance to their business. The defend 
ants denied that any nuisance or obstruction was caused by the queue, 
and submitted that the control of persons waiting to enter their theatre 
| was a matter for police regulation, and was, in fact, properly con 
trolled by the police authorities. Evidence was given that the defend 
ants paid the cost of two extra police-constables to be on duty ir 
Argyll-street, in order to regulate the crowd, and prevent obstruction, 
and that they kept at first one, and at a later date two gaps in the 
queue, one being opposite the plaintiffs’ premises. The plaintiffs made 
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no complaint in respect of the queue waiting to be admitted to the 
second evening performance, which took place after business ‘hours. 
Joyce, J., held that the queue was an obstruction and a nuisance to 
the plaintiffs, for which the defendants were liable to them, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiffs for twenty shillings damages, and costs, 
but, the defendants undertaking to open the doors earlier, did not 
grant any injunction. The defendants appealed. Since the trial of 
the action the number of afternoon performances had been reduced 
from six to three a week 

Tue Court, by a majority, dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said he dis 
claimed any intention of saying that in all circumstances a theatre 
queue was a nuisance; the question was whether this particular queue 
was or was not a special nuisance to the plaintiffs. The Court must 
accept the facts as Joyce, J., found them, and they were that ‘* what 
the defendant had done involves an unreasonable use and obstruction 
of the highway, and incident thereto, such obstruction and annoyance 
as to amount in law to a public nuisance, by which plaintiffs have been 
peculiarly affected A peculiarity of the case was that the queue 
did not extend in front of the Palladium itself, the defendants taking 
care to keep their own premises clear of it. He could not bring himself 
to doubt that there was a serious nuisance by which the plaintiffs were 
specially affected, and there was evidence that they had lost customers 
owing to the inconvenience caused by these queues. The defendants 
suggested that they were not responsible for what went on in the 
streets, as it was the duty of the police to keep them clear. Without 
going into all the ancient authorities on the point, he would take as 
the law the statement of Lord Cairns in /nchbald v. Robinson (L. R. 4 
Ch., at p. 390), where he said that the collecting of a crowd before a 
house might be a nuisance, and, if so, the person to whose act the 
assembly was attributable would be liable and might be restrained. 
In Rex v. Carlile (6 C. P. 636) the law was similarly stated, and 
the same view was taken in Barber v. Penley (1893. 2 Ch., 447) and 
other cases. It was said that in the latter case the Court refused to 
grant an injunction, because the police had done their duty, and had 
intervéned to stop the nuisance. It was held there that it was a case 
where an injunction would have been granted, but the plaintiff had her- 
self admitted that the nuisance had ceased since the action was brought. 
Nhe plaintiff was entitled, however, to the costs of that action. Upon 
the facts of the present case his lordship thought there was an action- 
able wrong, for which the plaintiffs were entitled to recover, though, 
owing to the earlier opening of the doors, and the greater vigilance of 
the police, the nuisance had been much reduced during the last seven 
months. He agreed, however, with the view of Joyce, J., and thought 
the appeal should be dismissed. 

Swinren-Eapy, L.J., delivered judgment, reviewing the leading 
authorities, to the same effect 

Puiwiore, L.J., said he dissented from the other members of the 
Court, though with considerable diffidence. People arrived at the 
theatre early so as to get good seats. The police had the power to move 
them on, but took the more reasonable course of permitting them to 
stand in an organisedrow. This practice was said by the plaintiffs 
to constitute a nuisance, for which the defendants were liable, but 
the police had always kept one, and latterly two gaps in the queue, one 


being in front of plaintiffs’ premises, and if plaintiffs had complained 
earlier to the police, and insisted on better regulation of the crowd, 
there would have been no nuisance. If the entertainment was suffi 


ciently inviting, opening the doors earlier would not reduce the queue. 
His lordship, having discussed 7. v. Betterton (Holt, 538) and F. v 
Voore (3 B. & Ad. 184), and distinguished them from later cases, said 
he thought #. v. Carlile (supra) was a strong authority in the respond 
ents’ favour, as all it decided was that a man was responsible for the 
nuisance caused by a crowd which he deliberately intended by his own 
act to collect He disagreed with the decision in Barber vy. Penley 
(supra), where, however, he thought North, J., had hardly had the 
courage of his opinions, refusing to grant an injunction, because the 
police had taken the matter in hand, and he entirely dissented from 
Wagstaff v. Edison Bell Phonograph Co. (10 T. L. R. 80), where it was 
held that a tradesman might not make his shop so attractive as to 
cause a crowd to collect and obstruct the entrance to a neighbour's 
premises. In his lordship’s opinion, there was no actionable nuisance 
in this case, and the appeal ought to succeed, but as the majority of 
the Court were of a contrary opinion, it must be dismissed.—CounseL. 
Cunliffe, K.C., and Dighton Pollock ; Hughes, K.C., and C. J. Farwell. 
Sonicrrors, Beaumont, Son, o&: Higden, for Maples ad MeCraith, Not 
tingham; Chamberlain, Johnson, d& Le vy. 
(Reported by H. Lancrorp Ltwis, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re FARRER AND GILBERT'S CONTRACT. ft: THE VENDOR AND 
PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Sargant, J. 24th Oct. 


Venpor AND PurcHaser—Inctpence oF ImpRrovemMENT CHARGE—ASSESS- 
MeNT Arrer Date or Contract—Venpor AND PurcnHaser Act, 1874 
(37 & 38 Vicr. c. 78), s. 9—Lonpon Country Councit (Improve- 


MENTS) Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vicr. c. 266), s. 61. 
Section 61 of the London County Council (Improvements) Act, 1899 








(62 & 63 Vict. c. 266), after reciting that the scheme for making the 
new street from Holborn to the Strand “will or may” permanently 
increase the value of adjoining property, and that it was reasonabl: 
that. in consideration of such increased value, a charge should be placed 
on such lands, provided that all lands within the improvement area 
which included the land the subject-matter of this summons, should 
‘“‘ be liable to have”’ an improvement charge placed upon them. After 
the date of the contract an assessment of an annual improvement rent 
charge of £30 on this property was in fact approved by the Council. 

Held, that the purchaser was not entitled to a conveyance free from 
the improvement charge. 


Stock v. Meakin (1900, 1 Ch. 683) distinguished. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 
raising the question of whether an improvement charge created under 
the London County Council (Improvements) Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. 
c. 266), was created before or after the date of the contract; that is, 
whether the purchaser was entitled to a conveyance free from the 
improvement charge or not. The facts were these. A contract, dated 
the 27th of September, 1912, was entered into between the parties for 
the sale and purchase of land adjoining the Kingsway, in the county 
of London, free from incumbrances, the purchase to be completed on 
the 27th of September, 1915. sy section 61 of the above-mentioned 
Act it was recited that a propoeed new street from Holborn to the 
Strand ‘‘ will or may’’ permanently increase the value of other lands, 
and that it was reasonable that, in consideration of such increased 
value, a charge should be placed upon such lands, and went on to pro 
vide, by sub-section 2, that all lands within a certain improvement 
area, which included the land the subject-matter of this summons, 
should “be liable to have’’ an improvement charge placed upon them. 
It was provided by sub-section 3 that, two months before the commenc« 
ment of the improvement and so soon after the passing of the Act as 
the council should think fit, the council should make a specification of 
all the lands within the improvement area on which they propose to 
place a charge, and give notice by registered letter to the owner. Such 
a notice was in fact served on the 20th of February, 1900, by the 
council on the predecessor in title of the vendor. The sub-section also 
contained provisions for the making of an initial valuation of the lands 
within the improvement area. It was provided by sub-section 4 that 
the council should, not sooner than twelve months nor later than three 
years after issuing their certificate of the completion of the improve- 
ment, make an assessment describing the lands which they “allege ”’ 
ought to bear the improvement. The said certificate of the London 
County Council of the completion of the improvement referred to above 
was issued on the 10th of May, 1910. On the 21st of January, 1914, 
the purchaser accepted the title to the property, and thereupon entered 
into possession under the terms of the contract as a tenant at will of 
the vendor. By sub-section 5 of section 61 it was provided that the 
assessment was to be approved by resolution of the council, with o1 
without modification or addition, and sub-section 6 made provision for 
the publication and service on the owners of such resolution. A resolu 
tion approving the assessment on the land comprised in the contract 
of an annual improvement rent charge of £30 was in fact passed at a 
meeting of the London County Council, held on the 15th of April, 1913, 
and on the 21st of April the London County Council gave notice of such 
resolution to the vendor and to the purchaser. Prior to this date 
neither party had any knowledge that the land was, or might become, 
eubject to any improvement charge. Other sub-sections provided for 
objection being taken to the assessment, and for set-off by reason of 
the decrease in value of other lands in the same improvement area, and 
for awards to be made in respect of such objections and applications 
to set off, and, lastly, that when the assessment had become final, it 
was to be registered as a charge under the Land Charges Registration 
and Searches Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 51). Counsel for the pu 
chaser relied on Stock v. Meakin (1900, 1 Ch. 683), where it was held 
that the amount of the apportioned expenses of private street works 
executed by a local authority under the Private Street Works Act, 
1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 57), became a charge on the premises in respect 
of which they were apportioned as from the date of the completion of 
the works, and not merely as from the date of the final apportionment 
Counsel for the vendor contended that the decision in Stock v. Meakin 
(supra) could not be applied to this Act, because in this case it was 
not until after the title had been accepted that either the vendor o 
the purchaser acquired the knowledge that the land was to be mad: 
subject to the improvement charge. 


Sarcant, J., read section 61 and the sub-sections thereunder, and 
after stating the facts continued as follows: I have come to the con 
clusion in this case that there was nothing in the nature of a charge or 
incumbrance imposed on this land until the assessment was approved in 
April, 1913, which wae a date long after the title had been accepted 
by the purchaser. The case of Stock v. Meakin (1900, 1 Ch. 683) was 
decided under a different Act of Parliament and a different type of 
Act, and is, to my mind, clearly distinguishable from the present case. 
I accordingly declare that the purchaser is not entitled to a conveyance 
of this property .free from the improvement charge which has been 
placed upon it by the resolution of the London County Council. The 
vendor, however, without admitting liability, agrees to pay the charge 
up to the date of completion. The purchaser must pay the costs of this 
application.—CounseL, Errington; Romer, K.C., and Bryan Farrer. 
Soricitors, 7'ackley & Fall; Farrer & Co. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barristerst-Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
REX v. SIMPSON AND OTHERS. Ex parte SMITHSON. 
Div. Court, 23rd Oct. 


Justices—Mynes—Coat Mine—Emptoyere Sittinc as Justice—D1s- 
QUALIFICATION—ACQUITTAL—CERTIORARI—CoaL Mines Act, 1911 (1 & 
2 Geo. 5, c. 50), s. 103 (2). 

Two persons employed in a coal mine were summoned before justices 
under section 74 of the Coal Mines Act, 1911. They were acquitted, 
and it was subsequently discovered that one of the justices was dis- 
qualified under section 103 (2) of the Act as being employed in a mine. 

Held, that the acquittals could not be quashed, as the defendants had 
been in danger of conviction, and would be prevented from pleading 
autrefois acquit on any subsequent occasion. 


A rule was obtained directed to the respondent and others, justices 
of the West Riding of Yorkshire, to shew cause why a certiorari should 
not issue to remove into the High Court orders made by the respondents 
dismissing an information preferred by one Smithson against two 
persons for that they, being employed in a certain coal mine in the 
West Riding, unlawfully contravened section 74 of the Coal Mines Act, 
1911, in that they did not observe directions given them with respect 
to working. The grounds were as follows: (1) That the proceedings 
subsequent to the information and the issue of the summons were void 
or voidable for want of jurisdiction ; (2) the court of petty sessions, as 
constituted, had no power to hear or determine the information, inas- 
much as two of the justices were disqualified by statute from acting 
as members of the court; and (3) that the alleged determination was 
not a decision according to law by a court of competent jurisdiction. 
It was stated on affidavit by the complainant that during the hearing 
one of the justices shewed a strong bias in favour of the miners, and 
that subsequently to the hearing it was discovered that this justice at 
the time was employed in a mine at Castleford, and was therefore dis 
qualified, by section 103 (2) of the Coal Mines Act, 1911, from acting asa 
member of the court except by the consent of all parties. Another of the 
justices had formerly been employed in a coal mine, and at the time of 
the hearing was president of the West Yorkshire Enginemen and 
Firemen’s Association, which had several workmen employed in the 
mine. At the time of the hearing the defendant was not aware of the 
positions of these justices, and did not consent that they should sit. 
On behalf of the justices, it was argued that the rule should be dis- 
charged on the ground that the miners had been acquitted, and the 
maxim nemo debet bis vexari si constat curiae quod sit pro und et eddem 
causé applied, and that the prosecution did at the hearing consent in 
fact to both justices sitting. In support of the rule it was argued that 
the decision of the justices was void, on the ground of the statutory 
disqualification. The following cases were referred to :—Dimes v. 
(rand Junction Canal (3 H. L. C. 759) ; Rex v. Justices of Galway (1906, 
21. R. 499); Reg. v. Duncan (7 Q. B. D. 198); Reg. v. Russell (3 EB. & 
B. 950); Reg. v. Justices of Waterford (1901, 2 I. R. 548); Reg. v. Jus- 
tices of Antrim (1895, 2 I. R. 603): Hex v. Ridgway (5 B. & Ald. 
527); Rex v. Marsham (1912, 2 K. B. 362); and Davis v. Merton (1913, 
2 K. B. 479). 

Riptey, J., said the court were of opinion that the rule should be 
discharged. In Reg. v. Duncan (supra) Lord Coleridge, C.J., said :— 
“The practice of the court has been settled for centuries, and is that 
in all cases of a criminal kind where a prisoner or defendant is in 
danger of imprisonment, no new trial will be granted, if the prisoner 
or defendant, having stood in that danger, has been acquitted.”” The 
court would be slow to transgress that principle. In the present case 
the consequences might not be so serious as in other cases, but the 
principle was one of great importance, and an exception in this case 
might be sought to be extended in other cases. Where a person had 
been in danger and acquitted, the court could not interfere with that 
acquittal. The statute provided that when proceedings were taken for 
offences under that Act, a man employed in a mine should not, except 
with the consent of both parties to the case, act as a member of the 
court. One of the justices was employed in a mine, and, therefore, dis- 
qualified. At the time of the hearing, no objection was taken, and an 
acquittal resulted. In his opinion the man did stand in peril of con- 
viction, and, therefore, the acquittal could not be quashed. 

Scrurton, J., said he agreed that the rule should be discharged, on 
the sole ground that, if it was not, the man would be prevented from 
raising the plea of autrefois acquit in subsequent proceedings. In the 
case of Rex v. Justices of Galway (supra) it was decided that an 
acquittal could not be quashed where the justices were disqualified 
from bias, although the case of a conviction might be different. He 
did not know whether the same rule applied where a justice was under 
4 statutory disqualification. He thought that a court of summary 
Jurisdiction, one of the members of which was under a statutory dis- 
qualification, was not a court of competent jurisdiction, but he did 
not decide that point. 

_Bartmacne, J., agreed that the rule .’.“ld be discharged.—Counset, 
Sankey, K.C., and Coutts Trotter; Lewis homas, K.C., and Higgins. 
Soricrrors, Jackson & Jackson, for Gichard 4} Gummer, Rotherham ; 
T. Alwin Davison, Castleford. 

{Reported by Leonanp 0. THomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 


Division. 


In the Goods of SPEKE, Deceased. SPEKE v. DEAKIN AND 
OTHERS. Bargrave Deane, J. 7th Nov. 


Prospate—Costs—SuppLeMeNTAL Propate or A Copicit—Execurors 


Opposinc PropatE—IMpROPER PLEA OF WANT OF KNOWLEDGE AND 
Approvat—Copici, Apmitrtep TO Propare—Executors CONDEMNED 
IN Costs. 


In a probate action where the plaintiff and a defendant, daughters 
of the testator, were practically the only persons interested in the 
residue under his will and two codicils thereto, the plaintiff, being 
desired to do so by the executors, propounded a third codicil two years 
after probate of the will ana earlier codicils had been obtained, and 
the executors in their defence pleaded that the codicil was not duly 
executed and that the testator did not know and approve of the contents 
thereof. The codicil was admitted to probate, and the executors were 
condemned in costs, 

The testator, the Rev. William Speke. died on the 26th of December, 
1909, and probate in common form of his will, dated the 3lst of 
October, 1906, and of two codicils thereto, dated the 22nd of April and 
the 27th of July, 1907, respectively, was handed out of the Exeter 
District Registry to the defendants, B. H. Deakin and John Pope 
(both of whom were solicitors), as executors and trustees of the will. 
Under the will Sheldon Court and other property passed, with certain 
restrictions, to the testator’s two unmarried daughters, Charlotte Mary 
Matilda Speke (the plaintiff) and Georgina Frances Speke (a defendant) ; 
there were also restrictions as to their marriage and the property. 
These restrictions were, however, partially removed under the second 
codicil. About 1908 the testator was believed to have drafted a third 
codicil and to have sent it to a Mies Taylor, at Duffield, near Derby, 
to type, with instructions that she was to ‘‘keep it private.’’ Miss 
Taylor believed the document she tvped to be ‘‘in the nature of a 
will.’ On the 11th of November, 1908, Elizabeth and Caroline Stanley, 
servants of the testator, witnessed the execution of a document by 
him. The testator on that occasion remarked, ‘‘I am not quite 
satisfied with my will; this will make it a little better for them (7.e. 
his daughters). I do not want the young ladies to know.’’ The ser- 
vants did not mention to the testator’s daughters the fact that they 
had witnessed the execution of that document. Subsequently, one 
evening the testator handed the plaintiff an envelope and said to her, 
‘** Here, little girl, I have signed this paper. Now, after me you can 
sell the house and do what you like with it.”” She took the envelope 
to the dining-room and locked it up in the testator’s desk there. On 
the 26th of December, 1909, the testator died, and later the plaintiff and 
the defendant. Georgina Frances Speke went to Brighton, and having 
occasion in 1912 to consult Mr. J. K. Nye, a solicitor there, they were 
told by him that if Sheldon Court were sold by the trustees of the 
will, they (the daughters) could not have the money. The plaintiff 
then remembered the envelope which the testator had handed to ‘er, 
and she gave it to Mr. Nye. The document it proved to contain was 
of an informal nature, and in epistolary form, and gave the plaintiff 
an increased interest in the testator’s estate. The date and address 
were in the handwriting of the testator. On the 3rd of April, 1912, 
Messrs. Nye and Donne, the pleintiffs’ solicitors, wrote to Messrs. J. 
and S. P. Pope, of Exeter, and enclosed a copy of the document, ‘vith 
a suggestion that it should be proved as a codicil, and in response to 
a request for the original by Mr. Deakin, one of the executors, they 
sent the original to Messrs. Pope on the 13th of April. The receipt of 
it was not acknowledged, and on the 23rd of April, the lst of May, and 
the 5th of June Messrs. Nye and Donne wrote to Messrs. Pope without 
receiving any reply until the 7th of June, when the latter wrote that 
the facts of the case were so peculiar that they had taken the opinion 
of counsel, who advised that the codicil should be proved in solemn 
form, and that the plaintiff should make the application. The execu- 
tors desired the plaintiff to propound the document before they would 
consent to prove it. On the 8th of June Messrs. Nye and Donne wrote 
asking for the case laid before counsel, and for his opinion thereon. 
On the 14th of June Messrs. Pope replied refusing that request. On 
the 12th of November, 1912, a writ was issued on behalf of the 
plaintiff, claiming infer alia sentence for the codicil of the 11th of 
November, 1908, and supplemental probate. On the 5th of December, 
1912, Georgina Frances Speke, by her defence, put the plaintiff to 
proof of the codicil, and subsequently, on the 7th of April, 1913, leave 
was given to her to appear by the plaintiffs’ solicitors. Meanwhile, the 
defendants B. H. Deakin and John Pope pleaded on the 18th of March, 
1913, that (1) the codicil was not duly executed, and put the plaintiff 
to formal proof of the execution, and (2) that the testator did not 
know and approve of the contents thereof. The substance of the case 
under the latter plea was that no instructions had been given by the 
testator, that it was not read over and explained to him, and that he 
did not appreciate the contents thereof. For all practical purposes 
the only people beneficially interested in the residue under the testa- 
tor’s will and codicils were his two daughters, and in view of that 
fact, and of the defendant’s plea of want of knowledge and approval, 
counsel for the plaintiff asked the court to condemn the defendants 
in costs. One of the attesting witnesses was called and gave evidence 
of due execution of the codicil of the 11th of November, 1908, and of 





the testamentary capacity of the testator. [Bararave Deane, J., 








100 


_ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Nov. 29, 1913 











expressed himself as satisfied that the document could be admitted 
to probate, and asked counsel for the defendant Georgina Frances 
Speke whether he opposed the plaintiff's application as to costs.) 
Counsel for the defendant Georgina Frances Spe ke said that his client 
had only put the plaintiff to proof of the codicil, the proper course, he 
umstances. He did not oppose the plaintiff's 
defendants being condemned in 
Counsel for the defendants (the executors) submitted that their plea 
of want of knowledge and approval was justified. Under all the cir 
cumstances of the case there was an obvious need for a judicial inquiry. 
The circumstances under which the document had come into existence 
were a myetery, and the document itself had not been produced until 
long after probate of the will and the two earlier codicils had been 
granted. Nor did the fact that it had been handed by the testator to 
the plaintiff and retained by her tend to throw any light on the matter. 
The defendants’ solicitors had written to ask if there were any papers 
in the: possession of the plaintiff, and they had been informed that she 
only had a letter written by the testator. The plea of undue execution 
would not have brought all the circumstances before the court, and 
for that reason want of knowledge and approval had been pleaded also. 


eubmitted, under the cire 
m 


appli ition as to the other costs. 


The executors stood in loco parentis to the young ladies, and the docu 
ment itself was not consistent with the verbally expressed wishes of 
the testator 

Barcrave Deane, J., said that he had not the smallest doubt that 
the codicil of the 11th of November, 1908, was duly executed, and that. 


the testator knew and approved of ite contents The testator had had 
t typewritten, and had sent for two witnesses to attest it, and on it 
had written in his wo handwriting, My darling Tilla de that 
referred to the daughter who benefited under it by taking an absolute 
estate instead of an estate for life [ should put it with the other 
papers You iffectiona ther, William Spe ke.’”’ To say that the 
person vho wrote that did not know and approve of the contents of 
the document on hich it was written was perfect folly. He (the 
learned judge) did not understand the position of the executors. An 
executor’s dutv was to carry out the wiehes of the testator as « x pressed 
In writing. The Wills Act said that that vhich was a man’s wish 
must be expressed in writin ind it was so in the present case. It 
vas true that the cod | altered what the testator had expressed as 
his wish to his executors in 1906, but he had himself altered it in 
vriting, the only practicable method by which he could have altered 


it. The testator had revoked the powers he had given to his executors 
to refuse to allow his daughter, the plaintiff, to marry without their 
consent, and that indicated that he was altering his wishes from time 
to time; apparently the executors did not relish being deprived of that 
power. Without the least material, they now said that the codicil was 
not duly executed. What possible right had they to sav that? Had 
they seen the attesting witnesses in order to ascertain for themselves 
whether it was duly executed? If they had done eo, they had less 
excuse; if they had not done so, they had no excuse at all. Thev had 
pleaded that the testat vr did not know and approve of the contents 
of the cod I. What possible right had they to sav that? Thev had 
no evidence of it in any shape or form. After dealing with the circum 
under which the codicil came into existence 
continued by 


stances j 
ince . the learned judge 


saving that it had been said by the defendants that the 

de cument had not been produced until two years afterwards, and that 

letters had been written to the plaintiff asking her whether there were 

any other documents in existence. There was, in his opinion, absolutely 

no excuse for the action of the executors. He therefore pronounced 
i 


for the M ] nd mdemned th lef j 
ind con eC e efendant exe: ors > s 
Reger Range BK < “lant executors in the costs 


_ oo wer th e plaintiff's sister, must pay her own costs. 
, . ion WV ee there would be a supplemental probate of the 
codicil or a@ fresh probate of the will and the three codicils would 


have to be decided in the Re gistry. Judgment. accordingly.—Counser 


my the pla ntiff, W Payde n; for the defendants (the executors). H 
oo f 00n for the defendant Miss G F Speke, d. Harve y 
~ pe OLICctToRS, for the plaintiff and the defendant Miss G. F 
Speke, Nye, Moreton & Clowes, for J. RK. Nye & Donne Brighton ; 
for the defendants, Taylor, Hoare, & Jelf, for J. d- 8 P. Pone 


Exeter Pope, 


[Reported by O. P. Hawnxrs, Barrister-at Law.] 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 
REX v. YOUNG. 10th Nov. 

Crrutmnan Law—Hasirvan Criernar “38 
DisHonest on Criminat Lire’’—Onvs oF 
VENTION OF CRIME Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7. c 
On the trial 


de puty 








LEADING PERSISTENTLY A 
Proor on Crown—Pre 
59), s. 10. 
; of the app llant for heing an hahitual crimanal, the 
( beirmen who tried the case told the jury that they had to 
consider whether since the appellant last came ut of prison he had 
made up his mind to lead an honest life. 
Pw court que shed the conviction on the ground that the deputy- 
Chairman did not noint o 0 ; . 
payaso - poir ut to the jury that the onus was on the Crown 
‘ : ¥ he appellant is /é ading a dishonest or criminal life T he 
ri f ‘ Me y ' 
ry might have been misled as to the onus by his summing up 
V¢ importance of a correct summing up in the Se cases w : 
Bi. ses was empha- 
This was an appeal against a 
against a 


iently 


_ convit tion as an habitual criminal and 
entive detention. The facts appear suffi 
igd the sumrming-up 


sentence of pre 
from the head-note 





Sir Rurvs Isaacs, C.J.—In this case the appellant was convicted of 
shopbreaking, and also of being an habitual criminal, and he was sen- 
tenced to three years’ penal servitude, to be followed by ten years’ 
preventive detention. He appeals against both the conviction as an 
habitual criminal and the sentence of preventive detention. He appeals 
against the conviction as an habitual criminal on the ground of mis- 
direction of the jury in the summing-up of the learned deputy chairman, 
and the substance of his complaint is that whereas on the facts as 
proved it is true that there had been a number of convictions against 
him, they had ceased for some time antecedent to the commission of 
the offence—namely, the house-breaking—of which he had just been 
convicted, and that ten months had elapsed between that time and his 
last release from prison. The explanation, given by himself, as to 
what he was doing during that period, was that he was going from 
house to house and fom public-house to public-house, and among cattle 
dealers, selling things, and so earning a precarious living. As against 
this no evidence was given by the prosecution to shew that this account 
was untrue. It may be—it is not necessary for us to decide the ques 
tion—that the Crown might have contended that on the evidence as i 
stood they had satisfied the burden of proof which rested on them 
establishing a primd facie case on these facts alone, and might have 
asked the jury to say that the appellant had been leading persistent) 
a dishonest or criminal life, though there would be much to say against 
that, having regard to the interval of ten months, but we have come 
to the conclusion that the learned deputy-chairman in his direction to 
the jury did not point out to them what, in our view, was the essentia 
question, namely, whether the Crown had established to their satisfa 
tion that this man was then, at the time of his arrest, leading pe 
sistently a criminal or dishonest life, and that the burden-of proving 
this was on the Crown. The question for decision never is, on the 
charge of being an habitual criminal, whether the accused has in th: 
past led such a life, but that fact is only evidence in the inquiry as t 
whether he is doing so at the time of his trial. We do not think that 
the learned deputy-chairman had that sufficiently in mind. There are 
passages in the summing-up in which he seems to say that it was 
for the appellant to satisfy them that he had not been leading a criminal 
or dishonest life. We are all of opinion that if the summing-up had 
been the paraphrase of it suggested by Mr. Dickens, there would 
have been nothing objectionable in it; but that was not the summing 
up in this case. To the end of it, the deputy-chairman tells the jury 
that they are to be satisfied that he had made up his mind to give up 
his criminal life. I would point out again, as I did during the argu- 
ment, that this is just one of that class of case in which the court has 
to be extremely careful to safeguard the interests of the prisoner. 
Just after he has been convicted of a serious criminal offence by a 
jury, he is indicted before and tried by the same jury for being an 
habitual criminal. Then a series of convictions for other criminal 
offences is proved against him, shewing that in the past he had led a 
criminal life, and, while giving the jury every credit for fairminded 
ness and a desire to do justice, all these circumstances must certainly 
predispose them against the prisoner, and if, as they are bound to do, 
they take the law applicable to the case from the presiding judge, it is 
very necessary that his direction to them should be correct, and that 
he should indicate to them the matters which it is essential that the 
prosecutor should establish against the accused in order to entitle him 
to ask the jury to convict. We are of opinion that this conviction 
must be quashed, and, as a consequence, the sentence of preventive 
detention awarded in respect of it.—CounseL, Purcell ; Dickens, K.C., 
and W. A. Attenborough. Sorricrrors, The Registrar of the Court of 
{ppeal; The Director of Public Prosecutions. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Societies. 
Gray’s-inn. 


On the 20th inst., being the Grand Day of Michaelmas Term at 
Gray's Inn, the Treasurer (Mr. Vesey Knox, K.C.) and the Masters of 
the Bench entertained at dinner the following guests :—The Most Hon. 
the Marquess of Winchester, the Right Hon. Lord Southwark, the 
Right Hon. the Attorney-General, K.C., V.O., the Hon. Mr. Justice 
Sargant, Sir John Macdonell, C.B., LL.D., Sir William Plender, the 
Solicitor-General, the Treasurer of the Honourable Society of Lincoln's 
Inn (Mr. J. Douglas Walker, K.C.), Mr. Ernest Moon, K.C., Mr. E. 
Forbes-Lankester, K.C., Professor Goudy, D.C.L. (Regius Professor 
of Civil Law, Oxford University), Mr. F. F. Liddell, C.B., Mr. Robert 
Dickinson. 


Middle Temple. 


A moot was held in the Middle Temple Hall on Monday night by the 
Master Reader for the time being of the Society. The moot was pre 
sided over by Sir Charles Mathews, and the question put by him fo! 
argument was in what circumstances where a woman has been murdered 
statements made previously by her implicating the accused man were 
admissible in evidence. Sir C. Mathews, in delivering his decision, 
held that the evidence was rightly admitted and the prisoner was 
rightly convicted 
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Trinity College, Dublin, Monthly Dining Club. 


A Trinity College, Dublin, monthly dining club has been formed to 
afford more frequent opportunities than have hitherto existed for 
graduates and members of T.C.D. to meet and renew friendships which, 
formed in undergraduate days, have been interrupted for lengthened 
periods. 

The club meets in London each month from October to June, with 
the exception of May, in which month the “T.C.D. Dining Club” 
holds its annual dinner. s 

Members of the legal profession, graduates and members of T.C.D., 
are invited to send their names and addresses to the hon. Secretary, 
Charles J. Nicholson, 27, St. George’s-court, South Kensington, S.W., 
with a view to receiving further particulars. 7 





United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, 24th November, 
at 3, King’: s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. Kairs Jackson moved : 

‘That this house condemns the policy and methods of the Labour 
Party.”” Mr. Jack Gibson (Fabian Society, visitor) opposed. The 
following gentlemen also spoke :—Messrs. Fisher (visitor), T. Jamic 
son, C. A. Buckmaster, G. Lailey, T. A. Pace, Stollard (visitor), J 
Ball, and Norman Aaron. The motior. was lost by three votes. 


The Union Society of London. 


At the meeting of the Union Society, held at King’s Bench-walk, on 
Wednesday, the 26th inst., Mr. Conam moved : ‘‘ That this house would 
welcome the total abolition of the present House of Lords, and th: 
formation of an Imperial Senate, representative of the whole Empire, 
in its place.’”’ Mr. R. W. Stevens opposed the motion. There also 
spoke :—Messrs. Easton, Harvey, Gallop, Safford, Jones, Counsell, 
Glen, Emery, Manson, Lyons, Treves, Kingham, Guthrie, Willson, 
Kenny, and Geen. 








Warning to Solicitors and Others. 


Our attention has been called by the City of London Police to a man 
giving the names William Murphy, William Henry Jackson, George 
Grant, William Walsh, Wall, &c., age about 55, height 5ft. Tin. or 8in., 
thin build, complexion pale, hair and moustache grey, heavy eyebrows, 
dressed shabbily in dark clothes, dirty grey flannel shirt, collar and tie, 
who calls on solicitors and others and falsely represents that he has 
sustained severe injuries, owing to defective gear, while employed on a 
vessel belonging to a certain shipping company. He then requests the 
solicitors to. take up the case for compensation, pleads poverty and 
asks for temporary assistance. 

We are asked to suggest that should this man again attempt to 
obtain money under such circumstances he be given into custody. 








Hearing zz Camera. 


In the Divorce Division on Wednesday morning, says the J'imes, 
Mr. F. E. Smith, K.C., asked leave, with the consent of the other side, 
for whom Mr. Willock appeared, to make an application in a suit 
which was in his lordship’s list of defended cases. 

He said :—I would ask your lordship to look at the supplemental 
petition, and I found upon that the application to your lordship that 
that case shall not be heard in open court. The circumstances in which 
I apply are that, having regard to the facts and issues in the case, the 
lady for whom I appear feels that it would be impossible for her to 
give her evidence in open court, and I venture to think, when your 


lordship has looked at the nature of the issues to be tried, your lordship | 


will come to the same conclusion. Your lordship knows that the House 
of Lords reserved that in Scott v. Scott (1913, A. C. 417, and 29 Times 
Law Reports, 520), and it has been acted on more than once in decisions 
of this court. 


Mr. Justice Barcrave Deanr.—If you tell me that it is impossible | 


for this lady to give evidence in open court, that comes within the 
decision of Scott v. Scott (supra). 

Mr. Smitu.—I take upon myself the responsibility of saying so. 

Mr. Justice BarcraveE Deanr.—If you tell me so, Mr. Smith, I am 
quite satisfied. 


Military Officials in Court. 


A soldier stationed at Shorncliffe having been found guilty yesterday 
at the Kent Assizes. at Maidstone, of assault, an officer from his regi 
ment, says the 7'imes, attended to speak as to his character. He said 
that ‘according to the documentary evidence the soldier’s conduct was 
only fair. The JupGr expressed a wish to see + documents, but the 
officer said he was not allowed to produce them, by the King’s Regula 
tions, 
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The Jupce.—You will either produce them or be detained. Which 
would you rather do? 

The officer replied that he had been told not to produce them. 

The JupGr.—In the administration of justice—and here is the seat of 
justice for the moment—you must shew me the sheet 

The Clerk of Assize said it was the defaulters’ list. 

The officer asked whether he should shew his lordship the sheet 
which the adjutant gave him, telling him not to produce the documents. 

The Jupcr.—You can shew me anything you like, but if you do not 
shew it to me I will have the adjutant here. 

The officer then handed in the documents. 

The JupGr (after perusing the documents).—You tell your officer 
that what you did you had to do, otherwise we should not be able to 
administer justice. It must be clearly understood, the judge added, 
that there was no rule which prevented any officer, of whatever rank, 
from giving a court of justice, sitting in the name of the King, any or 
all the evidence which that court legally required. 


Law Students’ Journal 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at -the Intermediate Examination, held on 5th and 6th 
November, 1913. A candidate is not obliged to take both parts of the 
examination at the same time. 

First Crass. 
3aron, Herbert Morgan, Edward Leslie 
Charlesworth, John Sillem, Arthur Henry 
Martin, William Harrod, B.A. Sprague, Gordon Swinscow Carr 
(Oxon.) 
° PASSED. 
Baker, Joseph Bowron Maples, Edward John Stanley 
Jaulkwill, Reginald Pridham Matthews, Greville Muir, B.A. 
Bracewell, James Rawstron (Oxon.) 
Chadwick, Leonard Arthur Middlebrook, John 
Chatham, Edward Alfred Midwinter, Harry Frank 
Drayton, Robert Harry Moodycliff, Edgar 





Hamilton, Alfred George Ogden, John Stanley 

Hamnett, William Parker, James Stanley 
Henderson, Arthur Poole, William John Roland 
Higgs, Richard Douglas Ernest 

Holms, John Cyril, B.A. (Oxon.) Pozzi, Frederick William 

| Hugh-Jones, Noel Rudge, Alfred George 

Jackson, Godfrey Turton, Cecil William 
| Jolliffe,’ Archibald Henry Williams, Leslie Caradoc 


| King, Fritz Hubert Williams, Meredyth Robert Owen 
Knowles, Thomas Reginald, B.A. 

(Wales) 
Tue FoLLow1nG CANDIDATES HAVE PAsseD THE LEGAL PoRTION ONLY :— 
Bailey, Major Harry Holloway-Pike, John Edward 
| Bolton, Thomas Stanislaus Holmes, Thomas William, B.A. 
Callis, John Albert Frederick (Sheffield) 
Ic arn, William Edwin Blake Johnson, Montague Kemmis 

Carr, Bernard Compton Jones, William Owen 
Clark, Albert Douglas McKillop Leech, Eric Yorke Torkington 
Ducksbury, Orlando Harry Lewis, Trevor Evans 

Dutton, Richard Marshall, John Woodall 

Fenwick, Melvill Collingwood, Martin, James Fletcher 

B.A. (Cantab.) Martineau, Wilfrid, B.A. (Can 


Frere, Gilbert Raper tab.) 
Gibson, Frank Archibald Stanley Meek, Berjamin Sutcliffe 
Goodwin, Walter Parkin, George Montagu 


| Hodgson, George Parsons, John Stanley 
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Pollard, Edwin 

Radcliffe, Clifford 
(Cantab.) 

Rhodes, Alfred Viotti 

Ridge, Luther Herbert Archibald 

Roberts, Eric Frederick Cecil 

Rumprecht, John Godfrey Frank 
Colton 


Walter, B.A. 


Rushton, Wilfred Oates, B.A 
(Oxon.) 
No. of candidates 


133. 


Salter, George 

Sankey, Charles Edward 

Simpson, Wilfrid Henry 

Somerville, Stafford Dudley 

Stanton, Harold Westwood, B.A. 
(London) 

Thornton, Harold, B.A. (Cantab.) 

Ward, Walter, B.A. (London) 

Williams, Thomas Leslie 

Wincer, Ivor Letts 


76. 


Passed 


Tue Fottowimne CANDIDATES HAVE Passep THE Trust ACCOUNTS AND 


Book-KEEPING PORTION ONLY : 


Abrahams, George Henry 

Agius, Arthur Joseph John Pau) 
Appleyard, Claude Peters 

Baker, Thomas MacDonald 
Barrie, Andrew, LL.B. (London) 
Belk, Eric Herbert 


Bennett, Ivan Provis Wentworth 

Bennett, William Porter, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Broad, John Eric 

jrodie, Benjamin Colin, B.A 
(Oxon. ) 

Buckner, John Gardner 

Cade, Reginald Harry, LL.B 


(Victoria) 

Carden, D’Arcy 

Champneys, John Dalrymple, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Clarkson, Wiifrid Bairstow, LL.B. 
(Cantab.) 


Crawford, Frank Spencer 


Irving, Gilmour Dundas 
Jarvis, Horace Eustace 
B.A., LL.B. (Cantab.) 
Jones, Edward Wynne Lloyd, B.A. 
(Cantab. ) 
William 
(Liverpool) 
Knowles, Hedley 
Levett, Arthur Drummond Cookes 
Llewellyn, Harold Alfred 


( reorge * 


Jones, James, LL.B. 


Lynskey, Edward, LL.B. (Liver 
pool) 

Mace, Arthur Curteis 

May, Richard Trelawny, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 


Mecey, Edward John 

Morrison, Gerard Humphrey 

Naunton, Hugh Parker 

Paget-Cooke, Oliver Dayrell Paget, 
B.A. (Oxon.) 

Pate, Richard 





Gane, Irving Blanchard 


Gay, Alfred William, LL.B. 
(London) 
Gell, William Charles Coleman, 


B.A., LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Hall, Francis Vaughan, 
(Oxon.) 

Hardman, William Howard, B.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Hargreave, James Barnard 

Harris, Harry 

Hartley, Cecil 
(Cantab.) 

Hayes, Bernard Damian Joseph 

Hays, Charles Stanley 

Henderson, Charles Conway 

Hetherington, Walter Crann‘er 

Hewetson, Henry Caunter 

Hill, Malcolm Walter 

Holmes, Arthur Lewis 

Holt, Oliver William 

Holyoake, Arthur Valentine 

Hubbard, John Cleon 

Hurtbach, Gerald William, 
(Cantab.) 

Idris, John Hugh Williams 

Johns, Francis Tremenheere 

Kendrick, Haden Mostyn 

Kennedy, John 

Lamb, Arthur John 

Le Blond, Royston Cecil Gamage 
du Plessis, B.A. (Cantab.) 

Lee, Arthur Stanley 

Levin, Carl Norton 

Litchfield, Cecil 

Longstaff, William Arthur Ray 

Macnamara, Henry Charles, B.A., 
LL.B. (Dublin) 

Marks, Herbert 

Miller, Thomas Peacock 

Moore, Thomas 


M.A. 


Richard, B.A. 


B.A. 


Number of Candidates ... 


By Order of the Council, 
S 


Mountford, George Burleigh 
Newell, Matthew Banks 


Pearson, Hugh Watson, B.A. 
(Oxon. } 
Price, Sydney Walter, LL.B. 


(Liverpool) 

Rashleigh, Henry 
(Oxon.) 

Ray, Jack Emerson 

Robinson, Arthur Jchn Dixon 

Robinson, John Henry, B.A. (Can 
tab.) 

Robinson, Joseph William 

Sampson, John Delahay 

Schiff, Mortimer Harold, 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Seed, George Percy, LL.B. (Vic 
toria) 

Selway, Harry Oliver 

Slater, William 

Smerdon, George Milman 

Squires, Charles Stephenson, 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Talbot, Bertram George 

Thomas, Alfred Edgar 

Thomas, John Page 

Thompson, Stanley Pickard 

Vaux, Francis George, 
(Oxon.) a 

Walford, Henry Howard, M.A., 
LL.B. (Cantab.) 

Wearing, James 

Webster, Reginald 
Adolphe 

White, Arthur James 

Williams, Harry Gambold 

Williams, John Collingwood 


Pelham, M.A. 


B.A., 


B.A. 


Everard 


Worsley, John Fortescue, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Worthington, Walter Gustavus, 
B.A. (Oxon.) 

116 Passed 87 


P. B. Bucknitt, Secretary. 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 


2lst November, 1913. 








Cunliffe, John Leonard, B.A. Pearce, Arthur Carlton 

(Oxon. ) Pope, Cyril Montagu,’ B.A. 
David, Alexander Charles Robert, (Oxon.) 

B.A. (Oxon.) Pope, Eric Hamilton 
Davey, Donald Woodward Pope, Philip Gladstone 
Elsworth, Frederick Leslie Proctor, William 
Emsley, Cecil Howard, B.A. Roberts, Edwin 

(Oxon.) Roberts, Raymond 
Evans, Daniel Douglas Pole Rogers, William James Alexander 
Firth, Denis Gordon Rugg, Reginald Francis, B.A. 
Fletcher, Frank Castle, B.A., Oxon.) 

LL.B. (Cantab.) Sharples, Frank Deeks, B.A. (Can 
Fox, Cedric Earle tab.) 
French, Robert Mason Jackson Shute, James Lister 
Fullwood, Albert Wilfred Spicer, Arthur Charles Newton, 
Furmston, Clement Barrington B.A. (Oxon.) 


Gentle, Francis Stewart Stokes, William Russell 
Gray, John Milner, B.A. (Cantab.) Sykes, Harold Keith 
Green, Ralph Barcham, B.A. Taylor, Ernest Oliver 

(Oxon. ) Underwood, John Middleton 
Hatton, George Arthur Lyon, B.A. Vicary, John 

(Cantab.) Walker, George Roland Selborne 
Hayter, Francis Henry Egerton Ward-Jones, Harold 
Hellyer, Francis Edgcombe Warwick, Colin Winder 
Holloway, Bernard Henry, B.A. Wild, Arthur Herbert 

(Cantab.) Williams, George Edgar Propert 
Household, Ernest Seott Wray, Kenneth Christopher George 


Hunter, Aithur John 
No. of 


149. Passed 110. 


By Order of the Coun il, 
S. P. B. Bucknmt, Secretary, 


candidates 


Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 


2ilst November, 1913. 


FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The following Candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on 3rd and 4th November, 


1913 


Allen, Ralph Eric Herbert Chippindale, Frederick Ronald 


Anderson, William James Corrie, Guy Temple, B.A. (Can 
Atchley, Roland Waldegrave tab.) 

Atteridge, Henry Hilliard Davidson, George William 
Baddeley, Cyril Laud Davies, Edward Smith Thomas 


Baker, Dudley Molyneux Deakin, Charles Joseph John King 


Baker, John Harry Dyer, Herbert 
Barker, Geoffrey Edmundson, Charles Robert Ew- 
Beardmore, Leslie Howard bank 


3.A., LL.B. Elson, Henry Edward 

Essenhigh, Harry Streeter 

Evans, Thomas Forcer 

Farrer, Harold Marson, M.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Gamage, Leslie Carr, M.A. (Oxon.) 


Bedford, Seaton Hall, 
(Cantab.) 

Biggs, John Henry 

Blount, Cecil Francis, 
(Oxon.) 

Chamberlain, Francis Walter 


B.A. 


| phone companies. 
to give his own advice instead of relying on opinions obtained from 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Desatina Socrery.—Nov. 25.—Mr. C. F. Wood 
bridge in the chair.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of 
Tuff v. Guild of Drapers of the City of London (1913, 1 K. B. 40) was 
wrongly decided.’’ Mr. C. F. King opened in the affirmative, Mr. 
H. K. Turner seconded in the affirmative; Mr. H. P. Gisborne opened 
in the negative, Mr. C. R. Dawkins seconded in the negative. The 
following members also spoke :—Messrs. H. R. Allerton, J. W. Lons- 
dale, C. 8. Thomas, L. Peppiatt, H. E. Girling, W. P. Bennett, J. H. 
Lockwood, and W. A. Johns. The motion was lost by eleven votes. 


Obituary. 


Sir Robert Hunter. 


Sir Robert Hunter, who was for over thirty years Solicitor to the Post 
Office, died on the 6th inst. at his residence, Meadfields, Haslemere. 
He had only recently retired, and was engaged the previous week in 
handing over his duties to his successor. Sir Robert Hunter was born on 
the 27th of October, 1844. After graduating M.A. at London University 
he was appointed in 1882 Solicitor to the Post Office through Mr. 
Fawcett, who had already had an opportunity of judging of his capacity 
as a lawyer in business concerned with the Commons Preservation 
Society. During his term of office he sat on practically all the principal 
Departmental Committees, and took part in many cases of litigation 
and arbitration. Most of the important contracts for the carriage of 
mails, whether by sea or rail, were renewed under altered conditions 
during his time. He drafted the new agreements and settled them with 
the secretary and the contractors, and he was solely responsible on the 


| legal side for the numerous negotiations and agreements with the tele- 


He made it his rule to form his own conclusions and 


outside. The whole of the Post Office regulations, again, were redrafted 
by Sir Robert Hunter, some of them two or three times to meet altera- 
tions. He spent much time and trouble on the details of the Post Office 
Savings Bank, the practice of which he greatly simplified and assisted. 
But Sir Robert Hunter, says the 7’imes, was not only a faithful 
servant of the State within the limits of his professional responsibility, 
but, in the larger sense, an eminent servant of the people. Few of 
those who enjoy the great stretches of common land throughout England 
are conscious of the debt they owe to the group of able men whose 
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action forty years ago saved them for the nation. In 1867 Sir Henry 
Peek, being much interested in resisting the enclosure of Wimbledon 
Common, offered some prizes for essays on ‘‘ Common Preservation.”’ 
Among the successful competitors was Robert Hunter. Out of the con- 
certed opposition to the claim of lords of the manor to enclose grew the 
Commons Preservation Society, a body to which England owes the 
existence of most of its great open tracts of natural beauty; and to 
this society Hunter was in 1868 appointed solicitor. Most of those with 
whom he was associated in those early days have passed away, but 
Lord tversley and Mr. James Bryce remain to mourn the loss of a 
friend and colleague. The work that was to be done can hardly be 
described as the vindication of a public right, for in strictness no public 
right existed. To secure the commons for the enjoyment of the public 
it proved in practice sufficient to shew that they were not the exclusive 
possession of the lord of the manor. To do this a delicate acquaintance 
with the details of manorial law and custom in the remote past was 
essential, and Hunter was one of the experts who made this department 
of learning their familiar field. But it was not enough to prevent 
enclosure. If the spaces were to serve the public good, negotiations 
were necessary to obtain the surrender of the indisputable rights of 
the Jord of the manor; funds had to be obtained for the payment of 
the price; arrangements had to be made for the rule and governance 
of the people’s new domain. Above all, Acts of Parliament had to be 
got, sometimes fur particular cases, but later on for facilitating gener- 
ally the process of acquisition and regulation. It is no small part of 
the praise due to the Commons Preservation Society that at present 
opinion in and out of Parliament is all on the side of open spaces. But 
when the doctrine was first preached the atmosphere of St. Stephen’s 
was heavy or hostile. In politics Sir Robert was a robust and thoughtful 
Liberal of the older ty He was married first to Emily, daughter ot 
Mr. J. G. Browning, a died in 1872, and, secondly to Ellen, daughter 
of Mr. S. Cann. Of his three daughte rs, Miss ‘Dorothy Hunter is 
well known as a iecturer on Frec Trade and political subjects. In 1911 
he was made a K.C.B. 

A correspondent of the 7'imes says : The amount of work Sir Robert 
Hunter did for the Post Office and for the taxpayers during his tenure 
of office since February, 1882, can be realized now by only a few among 
his colleagues who survive. He had been legal adviser to thirteen Post 
masters-General. He had been in charge during these years, on behalf 
of the Post Office, of the passing throws gh Parliament of more than 
forty important public general Acts, apart from the continual examina- 
tion of private Bills affecting his department, the drafting and super 
vision of all the postal regulations, and the negotiations connected with 
the compulsory acquisition of land for Post Office purposes in London 
and the country. One of his greatest services to the taxpayer was 
done in the passing of the Conveyance of Mails Act of 1893, which 
was suggested as well as drafted, by him. Before this Act the remu- 
neration of railway companies for the carriage of mails was settled by 
private arbitration, and the Act altered this by referring any differ- 
ences between the companies and the Post Office to the Railway and 
Canal Commission. The résult was a series of important legal battles, 
successfully fought by Hunter before the Commission, with the Great 
Western, the Great Northern of Ireland, and other railways, resulting 
in an enormous saving of public money. 

The work involved in the passing of the Post Office Consolidation 
Act of 1908, consolidating more than twenty-five statutes, and covering 
infinite detail, occupied Hunter again for several years; and in 1909 he 
was responsible for the Telegi -aph Arbitration Act, which made the 
Railway Commission the arbitrators in the differences between the 
Postmaster-General and the telegraph companies on the subject of the 
purchase money. 
Transfer Acts in 1911, making provision for payment of the purchase 
money for the telephones and the transfer of the National Telephone 
Company's staff, and also of the Telegraph Construction Act in the 
same year, authorizing the Post Office to carry telegraph wires across 
railways without consent under certain conditions. This latter Act re- 
dressed a serious grievance, and was very difficult to pass owing to 
its altering existing agreements; Hunter drafted the Bill. without 
assistance from the Treasury draftsmen, and conducted it through 
Committees of both Houses without the assistance of counsel, in the 
face of determined opposition. Finally he was responsible for preparing 
the Government’s case and advising counsel throughout the contest with 
the National Telephone Company in 1912 on the question of the price 
to be paid for their assets. The company claimed about £21,000,000, 
and the final award was about £12,600,000, a notable triumph for 
Hunter, who was thus again responsible for saving a large sum to the 
taxpayer. 


Mr. C. G Heathcote. 


Mr. Charles Gilbert Heathcote died suddenly of heart failure on the 
15th inst. at his residence, Kilmeston Manor, Alresford, Hants, in 
his seventy-third year. Mr. Heathcote was the third son of the late 


John Moyer Heathcote, of Conington Castle, Peterborough, and the 
Hon. Emily Frances Ridley-Colborne, and was born at Conington. 
He was educated at Eton, and at Trinity College, Cambridge, of 


which he was a scholar. He obtained a first class Classical Tripos in 


1862, being ninth Classic Fellow and Tutor of Emmanuel College. He 
was called to the Bar at the Inner Temple, and practised on the 
Norfolk Circuit, and after its dissolution on the Home Circuit. In 


1884 he was appointed Stipendiary Magistrate for Brighton, and held 
that post for eighteen years. He was keenly interested in various 


He was in charge of the very troublesome Telegraph | , ; 
| Mason, was put up for sentence for snatching a handbag from a woman 


| in Spitalfields, 





j 


forms of sport, and particularly mountaineering and lawn tminte. 
After leaving Brighton in 1902 he lived in Hampshire, was a J.P. 
for that county, and took a part in its judicial and educational work. 
Mr. Heathcote married on the 9th of September, 1869, Lucy Edith 
(daughter of the Hon. Walter Wrottesley), who survives him. He 
had one son and two daughters. 


Mr. C. Haigh. 


Recorder of Scarborough since 1890, died on the 
20th inst. in his sixty-eighth year. Mr. Haigh, who was the fifth son 
of a former Mayor of Scarborough, the late Mr. John Haigh, manu- 
facturer, Huddersfield, was called to the bar by the Middle Temple 
in 1869, and went the North-Eastern Circuit. He was unmarried. 


Mr. Charles Haigh, 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


The Hon. Mr. Justice ATKIN has been 
Honourable Society of Gray’s Inn for the year 
Mr. Vesey Knox, K.C. 

Mr. Epwarp TinpaLt Atkinson, K.C., has been elected Treasurer 
of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple in succession to Mr. 
Benjamin Francis-Williams, K.C. 

Mr. ApotpH Max Lanopon, K.C., 
Bench of the Inner Temple. 


elected Treasurer of the 
1914 in succession to 


has been elected a Master of the 


Mr. Frank Humpury, of Crowborough, Sussex, Solicitor, has been 
appointed a notary public. Mr. Humphry was admitted in November, 
1888 

Mr. F. Brinstey-Harrer, J.P., has been appointed Chairman, and 
Mr. Ricxarps, K.C., Vice-Chairman, of The Central (Unemployed) 
Body for London. 


Altrincham, has 
Mr. Higham was 


NoRMAN MarsHALL HicHam, of Manchester and 
to administer oaths. 


Mr. 
been appointed a commissioner 
admitted in September, 1907. 

Mr. ArtHuur Lawrance Bowker, of the firm of Messrs. 
Son, Solicitors, Winchester, has been appointed a notary public. 
Bowker was admitted in 1902. 


Bowker & 
Mr. 


—— 


General. 


With a view to saving the expense involved in costly litigation regard 
ing workmen’s compensation claims, representatives of the Nottingham 


shire and Erewash Handley Colliery Owners’ Association and the 
Nottinghamshire Miners’ Association decided to-day in favour of the 
principle of establishing a joint board for settling disputes. A com- 


mittee was appointed to arrange the details of the scheme. 

Sir William Wollaston Karslake, K.C., of Loddington, Knole-road, 
Bournemouth, patron of the livings of Meshaw and Craecombe, Devon, 
for thirteen years Controller of the Death Duties Department at 
Somerset House, who died on 24th of September, aged seventy-nine, left 
estate valued at £74,363 gross, with net personalty £55,845. The 
testator left the advowsons of Meshaw and Craecombe to his brother, 
Major-General Frederick Karslake. 


At the London Sessions on the 21st inst. George Wilmore, 40, stone 


Lawrie sen 
preventive 
desire to 


and for being an habitual criminal. Mr. 
tenced him to three years’ penal servititde and eight years’ 
detention, and in doing ‘If you show that you 
reform you may be released at a very early date—perhaps a year v1 
two after you start the preventive detention.” 

In the Divisional Court, the 21st inst., the three 
in the list were adjourned for various reasons, and delay 
caused through counsel not being ready in court to proceed with the 
remaining cases. Mr. Justice Bray said it must be understood that in 
the future the court would have to be very peremptory in this matter, 
and if counsel were not in court when their cases were called on the 
cases would be struck out of the list, or if one counsel only were present 
the case would be disposed of on hearing that counsel only. 


Mr. Montagu Sharpe, in his address to the grand jury at the Middle- 
sex Sessions, on the 21st inst., says the Z'imes, commented upon the 
absence of statistics relating to Middlesex in the report of the Com 
missioner of Police of the Metropolis. He said that the report for 1912, 
though of great interest to the Metropolis, did not give separate par 
ticulars for London County, Middlesex County, and those portions of 
Surrey, Essex and Kent which were within the Metropolis. The popu 
lation of Middlesex was 1,200,000; the rateable value was £7,218,000, 
and the number of houses was 200,000. Statistics relating to such an 
important county ought, in his opinion, to be separated and appear by 
themselves, so that the inhabitants might get some indication of what 

was going on in their county as regards criminal matters. During the 


so said: 


first 


some 


Cases 


was 


| last eight years in Middlesex they had reduced the number of public- 


houses by no fewer than 129. It would be interesting to know. there- 
fore, whether there was an increase or a decrease in drrnkenness in 
Middlesex, but the report was silent upon that subject. 
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Mr. James Moore, of Fitzroy House, St. Kilda-road, Melbourne, 
Australia, timber merchant and contractor, managing director of Messrs. 
James Moore and Sons’ Proprietary (Limited), who died in London on 
3rd of February, sixty-nine, left estate of the total value of 


aged 


£171,441, the bulk of which is property in Australia 

1,500 shares in James Moore and Sons’ Proprietary (Limited) upon 
trust for his son, William Leopold Moore, if he shall prove to the 
satisfaction of the testator’s trustees that he is alive within seven years 
of the testator’s decease, and failing such news of his said son, this 


vith the residuary estate. 


zes at Leeds on Wednesday the 


beq est is to pas 


At the West Riding A 


f 


foreman of 


the Grand Jury, Mr. W im Sheepshanks, 
Jury had by resolution approved of the recommendation of Mr. Justice 
Darling that more regard should be paid to the provisions of the Relief 


to lessening the amount of work that 


of Assizes Act, 1889, with a view 
They, however, 


comes before each assize rhe resolution continued 
desire to record their opinion that justices must continue to exercise 
full discretion as to whether cases shall go to assizes or quarter sessions 
in order to obviate any po 
trial, either in detention or on bail, by reason of the long time that may 
elapse before their cases are disposed of. The foreman also remarked 
that the West Riding Justices had been considering the question, and 
in all probability His lordship said 
he would see that the resolution was sent to the Home Office. 

A Town Planning Institute has now been formed with the object of 
‘advancing the study of town planning and civic design, promoting 
the artistic and scientific development of towns and cities, and securing 
the association of those engaged or interested in the practice of town 

} nstituting the new institute are 


there would be an extra sessions 


planning.” The majority of tho 
architects, engi! or sur s practically engaged in town planning, 
but associate and honorary members will be accepted consisting of 
persons who have taken a special interest in town planning. The first 


council consists of Profes Adshead, Messrs. H. V. Lanchester, P. T. 
Runton, and Raymond Unwin (architects), Messrs. J. A. Brodie, J. W. 
Cockrill, W. T. Lancashire and H E .Stilgoe (engineers), Messrs. 


Thomas Adams, G. L. Pepler, and W. R. Davidge (surveyors), and 


Messrs. J. S. Birkett and E. R. K. Abbott (associate members). 

The Report of the Royal Commission on Delays in the King’s 
fench Division, of which Lord St. Aldwyn is chairman, is, says th 
Times, now completed. and is being circulated for signature among the 
members of the Commission Che strictest reticence is observed as to 
its contents by member Commission, but from a well-informed 
source we learn that it is unlikely that the Commission will recommend 


changes in regard to the Long Vacation. The Commis 
sioners are believed to be divided in opinion as to the desirability of 
such changes. Nevertheless, it is not unlikely that some curtailment 
of the Long Vacation wi This would probably mean 
that the first ten days of October would no longer be included in the 
Long Vacatior It 1 considered probable that the Commission will 
a judge to try short causes during the 


any drastic 


recommended 


recommend the appointment of 


Long Vacation, as the delay in the hearing of such causes often 
occasions serious hardship to litigants Many of these causes might be 
quickly disposed of, whereas ne they have to be held over to an 
extent which sometimes amounts almost to a denial of justice 

The Salisbury City magistrates heard on the 20th and 25th inst., says 
the J'imé charges against Robert Michael Hall, solicitor, a forme 
mayor of the city, of misappropriating funds amounting to £997 en 
trusted to him by ients In one case Alfred Lock, an invalid’s 
attendant, said he paid tl defendant £175 for the purchase of a 
cottage, but could never get the purchase completed In a letter to the 
defendant he said, ‘‘I am only a poor man I have no money to waste. 
You have had my mons for months, and if you cant complete the case 
by Monday next, please return my money, or I shall take further 


advice, for I am begim to think you have used my money in another 


way.’’ In another case Mrs. Edith Say said she entrusted the defen 
dant with £140 for the purchase of a house in Salisbury, and as she 
could not get settlement she called on defendant many times. After 
she had waited at his office on one occasion for an hour she saw him 
in the passage, and asked him to give her the money back. He replied, 


It was also alleged that defendant proc ured 
£275 for a mortgage which he had no 
Lock were among 


I can’t and I shan’t.”’ 
from Mr. Sewell, of Salisbury, 
power to negotiate. Mr. Sewell, Mrs. Say, and Mr 
the unsecured creditors in the defendant's bankruptcy. The defendant, 
upon arrest, said he still hoped to pay everyone in full. He had no 
intention of defrauding anyone. He was committed to the assizes, a 
sixth charge, bringing the amount involved up to £1,368, being added. 


The annual public meeting of the International Arbitration and Peace 
Association was held on the 13th inet. at Westminster Palace Hotel. 
Sir John Macdonell. was in the chair, and among those present were Sir 
Thomas Barclay, Sir John Brunner, Mr. Arnold Lupton, and Sir Max 


Waechter. The secretary, in outlining one or two of the subjects 
discussed in the annual report, said that satisfaction was re 
corded that the Powers prevented the Balkan dispute from 
developing into a European war, and an allusion was made 
to the unfortunate decision of Australia and New Zealand 
in the matter of compulsory military service and to the heroic 


conduct of a number of boys in going to prison ‘‘ for conscience sake.”’ 
They had also expressed the hope that the Government would appoint 
a national Commission to prepare subjects for The Hague Conference. 
Sir John Macdonell said the conclusion he drew from the Balkans wae 


The testator left | 


that war inevitably bred fresh war. The preparations for war were 
now so gigantic that the consequences were scarcely less serious than 
those of war itself. The most serious of all obstacles to social reform 
was the vast capital that was devoted to these preparations. Dr. 
Alfred Russel Wallace had pointed out that immense reforms might 


| be effected if the organising skill—those virtues which were placed at 


ntimated that the Grand | 


ssible hardship or injustice to those awaiting | 





the disposal of war—were given to the agencies of peace. They might 
run a Utopia at—should he say ?—half the amount of their naval and 
military expenditure. Mr. Felix Moscheles (president) moved a reso- 
lution pledging the meeting to make strenuous efforts in support of the 
third Hague Conference, and expressing the view that only an out- 
spoken consensus of opinion could enforce the arrest of armaments and 
the claims of peace. 


Wuy Pay Rent? ‘Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limirep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 


Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








THe Law AnD Practice or INTERPLEADER IN THE HiGH Court AND 
County Courts. With a chapter on the conduct of an Interpleader 
proceedings and complete sets of forms. By 8S. P. J. Mertsy, Barrister- 
at-Law. Price 6s. net. Butterworth & Co., Bell Yard, W.C.—‘‘ Indis- 
pensable to Sheriffs and High Bailiffs.’”-—{Advt.] 








Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Apvrt.) 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reoistears ts ATTENDANCE oO” 


Date EMERGENCY Aprzat Count Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
7 Rota, No. I, oro. Wagarrneron. 
Monday Dec. 1 Mr Farmer Mr Leach Mr Greswell Mr Church 
Tuesday ...... 2 Synge Goldschmidt Church Farmer 
Wednesday... 3 Church Borrer Leach Goldschmidt 
Thursday...... 4 Greswell Synge Borrer Leach 
Friday ......... 5 Jolly Farmer Synge Borrer 
Saturday ...... 6 Bloxam Church Jolly Greswell 
Date Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
° NevILue. VE. SaBGANT. ASTBURY. 
Monday Dec. 1 Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer Mr. Synge Mr. Goldschmidt 
Tuesday «. 2 Jolly Leach Borrer Bloxam 
Wednesday... 3 Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 
Thursday...... 4 Farmer Jolly Bloxam Church 
Friday 2.1.0... 5 Church Bloxam Goldschmidt Greswell 
Saturday ...... 6 Goldschmidt Synge Farmer each 








APPEAL. 

APPEALS FROM ALL 
(CHANCERY DIVISION). 
MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1913. 


COURT OF 
SUPPLEMENTARY LIST OF 
DIVISIONS AND OF CAUSES 
Ser Down to November 1517u, 1913. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION, 


1913, 
In re Drewell, dec Storr v Dre 


Judgments Reserved. well 
(General List.) Grose v Briggs and ors 


Oram vy Hutt and ore (c a v In re Cattell, dec Cattell and ors 
Oct 28) v Cattell and ors 

Norton v W H Parker & Son In re H D Marshall, dec Marshall 
c a v Nov 5) and ors v Marshall and ors 

In re Samuel Blow, dec St Bar- The British Vacuum Cleaning Co 
tholomew’s Hospital v Cambden ld v James Robertshaw & Sons 

(c a v Oct 29) ld 

A G Spalding & Bros v A W 
Gamage ld and ors 

In re C G Spencer’s Settlement 
Trusts Richmond v Spencer 

George Leslie Estates v Russ 

In re Martha Bowen, dec Heald 
v Dickenson and ors 

Gee and ors v Liddell and ors 

Companies Winding Up Inre the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 

the Premier 


and ors 
In the Matter of The Woking 
Urban District Council (Basing- 
stoke Canal) Act, 1911, 1 & 2 
Geo V cape VII L& SW 
Canal ld (in liquidation) v The 
Woking UDC (cav Nov 4) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DI- 
VISION THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 


DIVISION (PROBATE & 1905, and In re 
DIVORCE), AND THE Underwriting Assoc ld 
COUNTY PALATINE AND In re W R Blackwell, dec Black 


well v Blackwell 
Corelli v Gray and ore 
Same 
Pearcy v Holtham 
} In re John Thomas James Pidding- 


STANNARIES COURTS. 
(General List.) 
1912. 
In re Sharp, dec Steward v 
Steward 


Same v 











In 
In 





















1e 


rs 


sll 


is 
Ww 


nt 
wld 


the 
ct, 


ing- 


Nov. 29, 1913 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 58.] _105__ 














ton, dec Emson v Piddington 
and ors 

In the Matter of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, and 
In the Matter of the Blair Open 
Hearth Furnace Co ld 

Carlisle v The Oroya Exploration 
Co ld Hall v The Same 

Dysart and anr v Hammerton 

Bebb, G M v The Law Soc 

The Omnium Insce Corpn Id v The 
United London and Scottish 
Insce Co Id and anr 

Manchester District Registry In 


) 





re Eliza Augusta Gardom, dec | 


le Page and anr v Attorney- 
Gen and ors 

The Newfoundland Exploration 
Syndicate ld v Lehwess 

Harwood v Harmouth 

In re John Lewis, dec 
Hunt 

In the Matter of the Estate of 
John Gurden, dec 
Gurden 

Omnium Electric 
Haines & Heussler 

Hewett v Peach Same v 
Same v Same 


Mitchell v 


Same 


Hewson and anr v Shelley and ors | 


In the Matter of the Tilt Cove 
Copper Co ld The Trustees, 
Executors and Securities Insce 
Corpn ld and ors v The Com- 
pany and ors 

In the Matter of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, and 
In the Matter of the 


& Citizens of the City of Man- 


chester 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 1913. 
Probate In re Reginald Percy 
Hamilton, dec E C Hamilton 
(widow) v J E E Hamilton 
(spinster) 
Chancery General List, disposed 

ot) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Pethick, Dix & Co. (expte 
A H Pethick v Armstrong, 
Addison & Co, the Officiai Re- 
ceiver and the Trustee), No. 


1,038 of 1913 


| In re The Debtors (expte The 


Debtors), No. 1,261 of 1913 


| In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), 


Gurden v |} 


Palaces Id v| 


Law | 


Guarantee Trust and Accident | 


Soc Id 

In re Pearce, dec The Alliance 
Assce Co ld v Frances 

Hopcroft v Hopcroft & Norris ld 
Hopcroft & Norris ld v Hopcroft 
and anr 

In re The X L Electric Co Id 
Wiener v The Company 

In re Newbould, dec Carter v 
Newbould 

In re P C Smith, dec Smith y 
Smith 

Parr v Gaiety Picture Palaces ]d 

In_ re William Cresewell, dec 
Lineham v Cresswell and ors 

In re T H Archer-Hind, dec 
Dunn v Archer-Hind 

Kidner v Salter 

Millbourn and ors v Lyons 


No 1,269 of 1913 

In re S © Cayless (expte The 
Bankrupt v The Official Re- 
ceiver), No 553 of 1913 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION, 
(Final List.) 
(Judgments Reserved.) 

W Newbold & Co ld v Scriven 
& Co (cav Oct 23) 

Vacuum Oil Co ld v Ellis (Howard, 
Garnishee—Ellison, Clmt (c a v 
Oct 30) 

Monckton v Pathe Freres Pathe- 
phone Id (ca v Oct 28) 


Richards v Wrexham & Acton Col- 


In re Watts’ Marriage Settlement | 


Jones v Fenning 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. vemeue 

(Interlocutory List.) 
1912, 


Nicholson vy Freeland and anr 


1913. 
Shearburn v The Chertsey Rural 
; District, Council 7 
n re Lewis, dec Mitchell v Hunt 
Mitchell v Jones mn 


70M THE COUNTY PALA- 

NE COURT O N- 

CASTER. vii 
(General List.) 


1913, 

In _re Arthur Franklyn, dec 
Franklyn v Franklyn ~ 

In_re Edwin Gaukroger, dec 
Beaumont and anr v Gaukroger 
and anr (Manchester District 
Registry) 

In re John Fletcher, dec In re 
Sarah Fletcher, dec Johnston 
v Miller and ors (Manchester 
District. Registry) 

In re Charles Roger Jacson, dec 
Peel v Jacson 
trict Registry) 

Hall v The Lord Mayor, Aldermen 


(Liverpool Dis- | 


(c a v Nov 7) Davies v 


(c a v Nov 7) 


leries 
Same 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1911 


McRae v Penman (Gee & Sheen 
3rd parties) s o- generally 
Nov 8) 


1912 
Gooda and anr v Drake and anr 
Royal London Mutual Insce Soc v 
Kingsland 
The Egyptian Hoteis ld v James 
Mitchell (Surveyor of Taxes) 


1913. 

Holland & Hannen & Cubitts Id v 
Decies (s 0 till after hearing of 
counter claim) 

Blinko v Layton 

Hiam v Cambrian Ry Co 

Dominy v Beaumont (s 0 to Nov 
17 

In re The London Building Act, 
1894 Clode v The London 
County Council 

Rome v Rome 

Skeate v Slaters ld 

Dunlop Tyre Co v Selfridge & Co 
ld 


Lawrence’s Stores ld v Wallis & 
Stevens ld 

Attorney-Gen. (at the relation of 
the Mayor &c of the City of 
Worcester) v Sharpness New 
Docks &c Co 

Hueffer v Illustrated Journals ld 

White v Ross and anr 

Richards v Turner and anr 

Leicester v Dixon 

Betts v Curtis and anr 

In the Matter of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, and In the Matter 
of an Arbitration between Wil 
kinson and The Car and General 
Insce Corpn ld 

The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co 
: v New Garage and Motor Co 


| Morrison v London County and 


(s o till after No. 79, 7 


| Hallett v Hughes 





Westminster Bank ld 

Bestermann v British Motor Cab 
Co and anr 

H K Reeves v L M Pope and 
L M Pope v H K Reeves and 
ors, by counter-claim 

Warner International & Overseas 
Engineering Co Id v Kilburn, 
Brown & Co 

Allen v The Great Eastern Ry Co 
and ors 

Gale v Preston 

Dickson v J A Scott 

White v Barnes 

Johnson Billington Electricity 
Meters ld v Billington 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 
between Henry Sidney and The 
North Eastern Ry Co 

Lewis v G Davies (E Davies clmt) 

Warham v Selfridge & Co ld 

Major & Co ld v John Watt & Co 
ld 

Associated Newspapers ld and ors | 
v The Mayor &c of London 

Cointat v T Myham & Son 

E V King v Parker 


Biddell v Jackson 





Eberhart v Collins 

Lonnon v Coppee 

Thompson v H & W Nelson ld 

Dyer v Steinland 

Walter v Whiteman 

Jameson v Garlick 

Spencers ld v Meyrick 

Williams v McCombie 

Nelson v James Nelson & Sons ld 

Rodocanachi & Reynolds ld v C J 
Hambro & Son 

Chantrey v London Theatres of 
Varieties ld 

Standard Private Finance Co of 
Ireland ld v Pitman 

Cohen v Haynes and ors 

Evans v Giverndraeth Anthracite 
Collieries ld 

Holding v Bankes and anr 

Reed v London Theatres of Varie 
ties Id 

Nightingale v Parsons 

Skidmore v Walsh 

Mayor &c of Gateshead v Lums 
den 

Morgan v Gray 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 
between the County Council of 
the North Riding of York- | 
shire and The Middlesbroygh 
County Council 

London Trades Shipping Co ld v 
The Gen Mercantile Shipping 
Co ld 

Reece (trading as J Blake & Co) v 
Kingsmill and ors 

H K Judd & Co ld v London & 
South Western Bank Id 

Crack v Hayward 

Hurlstone v London Electric Ry 
Co and anr 

Allis Chalmers & Co v Fidelity 
Deposit Co of Maryland 

Hughes and ors v Fossick 

Wolf v RH Halford & Sons ld 

Wigmore v Harris 

R Leslie ld v Shiell 

Hughes v Roberts 

Bown v Cory 

Parkyn and anr v Dunbar 

The General Estates Co ld v 
Beaver 

Hippolyte Sohm v Kilsby (stayed 
for security, by order, dated 
June 11, 1913) 

Pilling v South Kirkby, Feather- 
stone and Hemsworth Collieries 
Co ld 

Streatfield v New Central Omni 
bus Co Id 

Cooper and ors v Crawford 

Hardinge v Woodbridge & Flint 

Betts v The Yorkshire Insce Co 








ld & Debenhams ld 

Same v Same 

In re The Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908 and In re an Arbitra- 
tion between J Osborne & A W 
Shaw 

Shoerats v Shoerats 

Western Electric Co ld v 
Eastern Ry Co 

Tucker v Newman and ors 

Griffin v Maitland 

Société des Hote!s 
Hawker 

Hughes v Margett’s International 
Sectional Tyre Co ld and ors 

Bendix v Chilian Syndicate ld and 
anr 

Stuart v Meyer & Co 

Dixon v Troesan Estates ld 

Denyer v Sauter 

Burnett v Samuel (to come on 
with No 7, Interlocutory List) 

Jenkins v Cohen 

Higgins v Power 

Fillis v London General Omnibus 
Co ld 

Dallimore v Williams and anr 

Ormsby v The Troesan Estates ld 

Thorn v Alhambra Co ld 

Moseley v Blaisdell 

Priest v McClymont 

Watney, Combe, Reid & Co ld v 
Berners 

Chancer v Weisberg 

Ryan v The Oceanic Steam Navi- 
gation Co ld 

O'Connell v Same 

Scanlon v Same 

O’Brien v Same 

Mather v Thackersey and ors 

The Western Steamship Co ld v 
Amaral, Sutherland & Co ld 

Glyn v Holophane ld 

Danckwerts v French & Plucknett 
and ors 

Nicholson v Cowen and anr 

Doubble v Ramuz 

United States Steel Products Co v 
Great Western Ry Co 

Home Counties Transport Co ld v 
Gasson, Cockerill & Co ld 

E. Dean & Beal Id v_ Société 
Anonyme des _ Chocolats au 
lait F L Cailler 

Street v Royal Exchange Assoc 

Charing Cross, West End & City 
Electricity Supply Co Id v 
London Hydraulic Power Co 

Bailey and ors v Lord Mayor, &c., 
of Manchester 

Reilly v Mayor, &c., of Salford 

Homer v London, Brighton & 
South Coast Ry 

Toronto Ry Co and ors v National 


Great 


Reunis v 


British & Irish Millers’ Insce 
Co ld, 

Ryall v Kidwell 

Dobkin v Lisle 

Bennett Steamship Co v Hull 


Mutual Steamship Protecting 
Soe Id 


Rees v Lewisham Borough Coun 


cil 

Capital & Counties Bank Id v 
Wright 

Ford v Old Wharf, Paradise-street 
(Birmingham) Properties 1d 

Jones and anr v T P Jordeson & 
Co 

Firth v Layton 


| Marquis Camden v Commrs of In- 


land Revenue (Revenue Side) 

Davies and ors v Glamorgan Coal 
Co ld 

H M Postmaster-General v Hendon 
Urban District Council (Railway 
and Canal Commission) 

London County Council v Allen 
and ors 

Same v Same 

Bricoult-Romain v Invincible & 
General Insce Co ld and anr 

Anderson v Caves 
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George E Fox ld v Price 

Wootton v Siever & ors 

Stepney & Bow Educational 
Authority v The Commrs of In- 
land Revenue (Revenue Side) 

Muhesa Rubber Plantations Id & 
Robert William Elder v Hilckes 

Poad v Scarborough Union 

In re an Arbitration between 
W H T Porter (Applicant) and 
Sir E H Fraser and ors (Respon 
dents) (pt hd Nov 5 & 6—sent 
back for re-statement) 

In re A E G Champion, one of the 
Solicitors of the Supreme Court 

Wilkinson v E T Holdsworth & 
Co ld 

Kacianoff and ors v China Traders’ 
Insc e Co ld 

Westborough Urban District Coun 
cil v Barsley British Co-opera 
tive Soe ld 

Drummond v 
veyor of Taxes 

Mygatt v Glyn 

The King v Income Tax Commrs 

Marwood vy General Argentine Ry 
Co 

Power v Bulnois 


In re Bernard Boaler & In re The 





JW C 


Revenue Side 


llins, Sur 


Vexatious Actions Act, 1896 
Morgan v White 
Pim v Savers and ors 


Norman & Beard ld v General 


Steam Navigation Co ld 
McRae v Penman 
Lay v Hill’s Gas Plants ld 


Brooks v Commrs of Inland 
Revenue 

Cooke v Sutcliffe 

Killar v Robin 

Forbes v Samuel 

Produce Brokers Co ld v Olym 
ian Oil & Cake Co Id 

Davies, Evans and ors v 

Dannatt v Wright & Co 

Jones V MacCrea 

Owles v Dobbs and anr and Owles 
and anr v Dobbs and anr 

Marsh (Applt) v Darley (Respt) 

The M Thomas Shipping Co ld 
v London & Provincial Marine 
and General Insce Co ld 

British Oil & Cake Mills ld v Port 
of London Authority 

South African Motor Transport 
Co ld v Sydney Straker and 
Squire ld 

Holland & 
v Decies 

Charles Lee 
Marsh 

M E Booty, an infant (by her 
Father, G Booty) vy London 
Pressed Hinge Co 

Grimes v Evans (trading as A. 
Partner & Co) 

Donald Tarry & Slade v Hilckes 

Tabraham v Kellett 

Southend-on-Sea Estates Co ld v 
The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (Revenue Side) 

The King v Mellor 

Florence H Hayller and ors v 
The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (Revenue Side) 


FROM THE PROBATE, DI 
VORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY) 

With Nautical Assessors 
(Final List) 
1913 

The Domira—1913—Folio 30 The 
Commander, Officers and Crew 
of H.M.S. Melpomerie v The 
Steamship Domira Co ld (sal 
vage) 


The Mariana 


Thomas 


Hannen & Cubitts ld 


Roberts & Co v 


1912—Folio 325 


The Nestle & Anglo-Swiss Con 
densed Milk Co v The British 
India Steam Navigation Co ld 





The Junio—1912—Folio 503 The 
Owners of the Dutch Steamship 
Dordrecht v The Owners of the 


Spanish Steamship Junio and 
freight 

The Tern—1912—Folio 505 The 
Owners of the Steam Drifter 


City of Edinburgh v Owners of 
Steamship Tern of Ipswich 
(damage) 

The Elswick Grange—1913 
Folios 51 and 56 (consolidated) 
The Owners of the Steamship 
Speranza v The Owners of the 
Steamship Elswick Grange 
(damage) 

The Phebus—1913—Folios 270 
and 280 (consolidated) The 
Owners of the Steamship Ba 
haristan and the Owners of her 

The Owners of the 
Phebus and her 

(damage) 


cargo v 
Steamship 
freight 
Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

The Cairbahn—1912—Folios 11 
and 218 (consolidated) The 
Owners of Hopper Barges Nos. 
2 and 5 v The Owners of ss 
Cairnbahn and The Owners of 
the Steam Tug Nunthorpe 
(damage) 

THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Standing for Judgment. 

Jolly v Brown and ors 

Harbin v Gordon and anr 


FROM 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
¢ 


Clark v Forster, Same v Same, 
Foster v Aldridge, In re H 
Forster (expte J Jackson Clark, 
in Bankruptcy) 

1912. 

The King v Justices of the 
County of London and ors 
(expte Stanley) (s o generally) 

The King v Justices of the 
County of London and ors 
(expte the London County 
Council (s o generally) 

Bright v Vidal (s o with liberty 
to apply) ’ 

Forbes v Samuel (s 0 until further 
notice May 28 for Court No 1) 

Burnett v Samuel (with Final 
Appeal, No. 124) 

Bates v Alston (s o for appoint- 
ment of Legal Representative) 

J J Allen ld v P G Hesse (Otto 
Hosse, Clmt) (adjourned) 

The King v The Commissioners 
of Customs and Excise and 
(expte Jenkins), July 30 1913 
(s o liberty to apply) 

Pure Jamaica ld v Rutherford 
and ors 

Bombay & Persia Steam Naviga- 
tion Co ld v Japp and anr 

Brown v Bailey 

De la Bedoyere v Gabriel 

Sturgess v Countess of Warwick 


IN RE THE WORKMEN’S 
COMPENSATION ACTS, 1897 
AND 1906. 

(From County Courts.) 
1913. 

Richards v Morris 

Mapp v A Straker & Son, Smith 
Bros ld 

Barnes v Evans & Co 

Harlock v Owners of Ship Coquet 

Clapp v Carter 


weeeteg v The Lumley Brick Co 











Lloyd v Midland Ry Co 

Zillwood vy Winch 

Unger v Howell 

Foston v F S Crossland & Sons 

Parker v Owners of Ship Black 
Rock 

Bates v J Holding & Co 

Huscroft v Bennett 

Bateman v Albion Combing Co ld 

Heeks v Lunch 

Jackson v Denton Collieries Co ld 

Pennell & Son v Brockhurst 

Parker v Usk Board of Conserva- 
tors 

Thompson v North-Eastern Marine 
Engineering Co ld 





Hayward v Westleigh Colliery Co 


Id 
Frederick Sellers v The Rural Dis- 
trict Council of Boston 
Bonney v Joshua Hoyle & Sons ld 
Ing v Higgs 
Marshall v Price, Wills & Reeves 
Rocca v Stanley Jones & Co 
Watts v Logan & Hemingway 
Sampson v General Steam Naviga- 
tion Co 
Gotshed v Petchell 
Milne v John Petrie, jun ld 
James v W B Reid & Co ld 
Lacey v John Mowlem & Co Id 
Lee v Owners of the Ship St 
George 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 


1913. 


SuppLEMENTARY List or CHancery Causes ror TRIAL oR HEARING. 
Set down to November 15th, 1913. 


Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retained Witness Actions. 
Chambers v Derham 
City & West End Properties Id v 
Howard 


Further Consideration. 
In re G Green, dec Green v 
Green 


Causes for Trial Without Wit- 

nesses and Adjourned Summonses. 

Scott v Scott (so Hilary) 

Scott v Scott (s o Hilary) 

Clark v Dunn Douding v Whish 
(s o generally) 

Bowden v Bowden (s o generally) 
In re R W Osment, dec Wetjen v 
Osment (not before Dec 10) 
In re J M Laycock, dec Laycock 

Vv Laycock (s 0) 


In re G Harper, dec Amos v 
Miles (s o generally) 
In re Crawshay Crawshay v 


(s o) 


Crawshay 


In re Butler, dec Butler v Butler 
(s 0) 

In re L Hulbert, dec Hulbert v 
Hulbert (s 0) 


In re Cassidy Cassidy v Cassidy 

In re C A Reinecke, dec Johnson 
v Reinecke 

In re J N Goatly, dec 
James 

In re Johnson, dec Pitt v Johnson 

In re Marquis of Ely, dec Tot- 
tenham v Ely (s o generally) 

Wheeler ¢ Edwards 

In re Crawshay’s 
Crawshay v Rossetti 

In re W Evans, dec 
Thomas 

In re James Wallis, dec 
Wallis 

Turner v Franklin-Adams 

In re Wm Pollard, dec Thomas v 
Themas 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld v 
F I A T Motor Cab Co ld 


Same v Same 


Goatly v 


Settlement 
Evans v 


Wallis v 


In re J W Prior’s Will Bishop v 
Prior 
In re Sampson’s_ Settlement 


Sampson v Durham 

In re Sir Thomas Erskine Perry’s 
Settlement 

In re St Ann’s Well Brewery Co 
ld St Ann’s Weil Brewery Co 
v Snow 

In re S R Zunz, dec Gardner v 
Mount Vernon Hospital 

In re Chambers’ Settlement 
Pattereon v Chambers 

In re T Wilkinson, dec 
v Townley 

In re Edwd Norman, dec Norman 

- v Norman (s o generally) 

In re Hunter Dick v Sim 

In re Glenny, dec Royal Medical 
Benevolent Fund v Glenny 


Rawnsley 





In re Craven, dec Metcalfe v 
Maw 

In re Cohen, dec 

In re Diplock, dec 
Butler 

In re John Marnham, dec 
ham v Marnham 

Ir. re Allen, dec Lange v Allen 

In re James Ingham, dec. Ing 
ham v Ingham 

In re Same Same v Same 

In re Oxley, dec John Hornby 
& Sons v Oxley 

In re Beckton Park Estates Co ld 
Hopper v The Company 

Ir. re Shepherd, dec Mitche!! v 
Loram 

In re Harrison, dec Harrison v 
Harrison 

In re A Whitehead, dec 
head v Whitehead 

In re William Smith and Harry 
Smith’s Contract and In re The 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874 

In re Thomas Crook’s Trade Mark, 
No. 346,347, In re Lever Bros 
opposition and In re The Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 


Cohen v Nathan 
Diplock v 


Marn- 


White 


In re A M Stansfield, dec Porter 
v Yorke 
In re C Horsley, dec Broome v 


Simmons 
In re George Hilton, dec 
Goodchild 


Bird v 


In re Mordecai Jones, dec Jones 
v Lewis 
In re B T Gurson, dec Rook v 


Lyon 

In re Jane Tulloch, dec 
v Tulloch 

In re Hervey-Bathurst’s Settle- 
ments Hervey-Bathurst v Her- 
vey- Bathurst 

In re William Bennett’s Trusts 
Knight v Howard 

In re Davies, dec Peake v 
Davies 

In re Henry Leverton’s Trusts 
Leverton v Winterflood 


Tulloch 


In re Sarah Jaques, dec Eccles 
v Dearlowe 

In re H F Weber, dec Weber v 
Repton 

In re Connolly, dec Palmer v 
Connolly 


Gridley v The Empire 
drome (Bristol) Id 

In re Beauchamp 
Barker-Hahlo 

In re M E Smith, dec 
Beatty 


Hippo- 
Cadge v 


Stokes v 





Before Mr, Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained Matters. 
Causes for Trial fwith Witnesses). 
(From Mr. Justice SwinFrEN 
Eapy’s List.) 
In re W G Probyn, dec Probyn 
v Drayton 


(s o generally) 
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(From Mr. Justice Eve’s List.) | Richard Pierpoint v 
Martin v Whitton (not before| Beecham 
Nov 17) Helps and anr v Webb and anr 
In re F L M P Firminger, dec. 


Adjourned Summonses. Firminger v Wolseley 


In re Inglis, infants In re| Harris v Upham (not before 
Guardianship of Infants Act, Dec 4) 
1886 pt hd (6 o) Hamlyn and anr v The New 


Tomatin Distillers Co. ld - 


In re Lowndes, dec Amphlett v 
Wilson v Gresham Securities ld 


Attorney-Gen (s o generally) 


Lloyd Etlinger & Co ld v David | 
and Robert L | 


A Sutherland 
Harmswood 
Garner v Marsh and anr 
Clegg v Metcalfe 
Curtis v Wyatt 
Hopps v Sphinx Manufacturing 


Motios, 
Pearson v Pickering (s 0 
generally) 
Korkis v Weir with witnesses, by 
order (s 0 to fix date) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Mendelssohn v Traies & Son (s 0 
pending settlement) 

In‘ re M S Cooper, dec Reeder v 
Curtis and ors (s o until further 
order) 

In re Kenrick & Jefferson’s Patent, 
No 6,629 of 1903 petn for re- 
vocation (s o for amendment 
of specification) 

Mills v Grundherr action 
liberty to apply to restore) 

Brown v_ Brown action 
before March 12, 1914) 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld v 


0 
Dowler v Hughes 
Belfitt v Crust 


Before Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 
Retained Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Ogilvie’s Estate and In re 

Settled Land Acts, 1882 and 

18yu (s o generally) 

(s o| In re Marsden’s Will 
Searl v Smith (pt 
generally) 

Stratton v Simonds 

In re Lindsay Lindsay v Ayrton 


(not 


John Marston Id _ (s o generally) (pt hd—s o generally) 

Barnes v Goldfinch (stayed for | In re Lindsay Lindsay v. Lind- 
security) say 

Naunton and ors Whitehouse | In re J M Allen Trevor v 
(s 0) Daniell 

Goodhind vy Bexon (s o until 


further order) 

Mansell v The Tirdonkin Collieries 
Id action (s o further order) 
In the Matter of Letter Patent, 
No 26,671 of 1906, granted to 
George Albert Smith, and In the 
Matter of the Patents & De 
signs Act, 1907 (not before 

Dec 8) 

W A Sanders v Geo S Ferdinando 
Geo S Ferdinando v W A 
Sanders counter-claims (s o 
generally) 
tabb v Richards and ors 
generally) 

Hughes v Evans (s o generally) 

Hydroil 1d v Joseph Crosfield & 
Sons Id (s o Hilary. 1914) 

In re G T Congreve, dec. Moxon 
and ors v_ Dransfield (s o 
generally) 

The Commissioners of Works v 
King (s o for day to be fixed) 

Wright and ors Wright and anr 
(stayed for filing of deposi 
tions) 

In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to Foster Ritchie, No 
24,048 of 1899, and In the 
Matter of the Petition of the 
National Telewriter Co ld 

Edward Ernest Lehwess v The 


Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

Morse v The Garnant Anthracite 
Collieries ld (s o Hilary) 

Garnant Anthracite Collieries Id 
v Morse (s o Hilary) 

Gordon v Wells (not before Dec 6) 

In re Hopkins, dec Streeter v 
Dyer 

Lawson v Lawson (fixed for Dec 1) 

Lemmens v Everett, Edgcumbe & 
Co ld 

David Lloyd Pigott & Co v F J 
Coles & Co 

Moon v Pople 

Fowler v Carter 

Jones v Davies 

Walshe v Moylett’s Stores Id 

The Natural Color Kinemato 
graph Co ld v Somerald & Co 

Dore v Weber 

Robins v Robins 

Pidoux & Cook v Benckendorff, 
Berger & Co _ Benckendorff, 
Berger & Co v Bruce 

Ernest Firth & Sons v Taylor, 
Yeilding & Co 

Nawrocki v Nawrocki 

In re M A Kerford, dec 
Pilcher (s o Hilary) 

The Oxford Picture Palace Co ld 
v Stuart 

Rossdale v Appenrodt (not before 


(s o 


Job v 


Newfoundland Oil (Parent) Dec 1) 
Development Syndicate ld and | Holt v Armitage & Norton 
anr 


Pollard v H i0t bef Jec 
Attorney-Gen, in relation to ‘ll) a a wee 


Pickfords ld v The Great 


Gibbons v L patres 
Sate Yar Co ts © Mier. | ibbons v London Theatres of 
1914) ‘ 


Varieties ld 
Barker v Russell 
Tritton v Ward, Lock and Co 
Hardy v Richardson 
Robinson v Miller 
Lewis & Allenby (1909) ld v Pegge 
Stroud v. Govett 
Sloan v Hatchard 


Payne v The Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners for England and anr 

James Ochs v Ochs Bros and anr 

Little v Hercules Tyre Co (not 
before Hilary, 1914) 

Lund v Polden 


Medcalf v Medcalf (not before Anglo-Swedish Electric, &c, Co 
; Dec. 3) v British Arc Welding Co 
4zucas v Lucas XL Electric Co ld v Aron 
Worcester College, Oxford v! Thornhill v Weeks 


Oxford Canal Navigation 

In the matter of Letters Patent, 
22,427 of 1899, and In the 
Matter of the Patents and De- 
signs Acts, 1907 


Last v Hucklesby ° 
Fowke v Berington 

Belt v Wyre | 

Ashburton v Wemyss and ors 

| In re Rees Proctor v Rees 


Trusts | 
hd—s o | 


—r 


| Dayer Smith v 


| dv Cresset Automatic Machine 


Hilary) 
Hanks v Gilbert 
Johnson v Doyle 
Stubbs Id v A Bennett & Co Id 
The Osram Lamp Works ld v The 


Thomas | Pessers, Moody, Wraith & Gunn | 


Oro Light and General Supply | 
| Cearns & Brown ld v Burns 


Co 

In re Arthur Brooke, dec 
v Mellons 

| Abraham v Mundy 

| Pall Mall Land & Finance Corpn 
v Pennington 

Stone v Pain 

Williams v Thomas 

Edwards v Brixham Gas Co 

Macneill v Vigers & Co. 

Lewis v Anderson 

How Vv Power 

Heale v Heale 

Bridges v Vernell 

In re J Fenemore, dec 
v Fenemore 

Bloxam v Whithorne 


Brooke | 


Co ld v Chesterfield Gas and 
Water Board 


Co | Manchester Ship Canal Co v Hor- 
Lawson v J H Walker & Co (s 0 | 


lock 

Hinde v Power 

Roberts v Davies 

In re E K Bridger, dec Bridger 
v Simpson 

Cooper v Mackenzie 

Easton v Davis 


F Kendall. v Biddell 

M Kendall v Biddell 

Aynsley v Woolley 

Attorney-Gen v Foundling Hosp 

In-re Thomas Rose, dec Ravens- 
croft v Rose 


| Devon United Mines (1906) Id v 


The Wheal Jewell and Mary 
Tavy Mines ld 


| Lingard v Stanley 


Fenemore | 


In re Simeon’ Brookes, dec 
Brookes v Taylor 
In re W F Meyer, dec Wellby | 
| v Meyer 


Frederick Cocker, de 
Ingamells 


In re 
Brewster v 
Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained 
In re Duke of Manchester’s Set 
tled Estates Buccleuch v Man- 
chester (s o generally) 
Rowe Bros v Walker, Parker & Co 
In re De Noailles, dec 
Shepheard 


Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

Jackson v Cording (s o generally) 

In re Fellows, dec D’Arcy v 
Corker 


In re Burton, dec Burton v Bur 


ton (s o until liberty to restore) | 


Elven v Lawson (s o Hilary) 

Gas Economising & 
Light Syndicate v Blanchard 
Lamp Patents Co (s o Hilary) 

Leon v Slomnicki (s 0) 

Marconi v Helsby Wireless Tele- 
graph Co (not before Dec 15) 

| Howard Asphalt Troughing Co ld 
v Co-operative Wholesale Soc 
ld (not before Dec 4) ° 

Heron v Varney 

In re W._ Featherstone, 
Morris v Featherstone 

Appenrodt v The London County 
Council 

Fernee v Gorlitz (s 0) 

Southgate v Mumford 

Henderson v W Younger & Co. 


dec 


f 
| Goldfoot v Welch 


In re Robert Campbell, 


} 
dec 


Cooke v Campbell (not before | 


Nov 30) 

Devonish v Stallwood 

Cumberland v Haggie 

J & A McFarlane ld v Hotton & 
Co ld 

In the Matter of Trade Mark, No 
346,638. of Alice C Shreeve and 
In re The Trade Marks Act, 
1905 

Maxse v Ronald 

Preston v Same 

Champneys v Same 

Fisher v Same 

Palmer v Kingerlee 

Lechmere v Norman 


Swan v Pickering 


Christian v Locke 

Paul V Hobbs 

Hadsley (not | 
before Dec 8) 


Whittington Gas Light and Coke | 


Improved | 


| Columbia 
Adjourned Summonses. | 


Tufnell v | Jameson v Union Bank of Scot- 


| Bacon v 


Palliser v Mayor, &c, of Dover 
and anr 


Before Mr Justice SARGANT. 
Retained by Order. 
Actions (with witnesses). 
From Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady’s 
List. 

Natural Color Kinematograph Co 
ld v Speer and Rodgers (s o 

generally) 

Booth v Williamson 
rally) 


(s o gene 


Government v Colum- 
bian Emerald Co ld (s 0) 

Carter v du Cros (s o generally) 

Hill v Gorton (s o generally) 


From Mr. Justice Eve’s List. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 


land (pt hd) 

Licenses Insce Corpn v Nat Gen 
Insce Co 

Lloyd v Shadwell 

J Oberman & Co ld v Forbes 

Marsland 

In re Evison, dec Fawssett v 
Evison (not before Dec 1) 

Daniels v Trefusis (s 0) 

Actiengesellschaft fur  Anilin 
Fabrikation in Berlin v Levin- 
stein ld (s o for day to be fixed) 

Geo Mann & Co Id v Furnival & 
Co ld (s o for day to be fixed) 


Causes for Trial without wit- 
nesses and adjourned Summonses. 


| In re P Collings, a solr, and in re 


Taxation of Costs (s o) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 
(s o) 

In re Letters Patent, No 18,898 
of 1904 and In re Patents and 
Design Act, 1907 (s o leave to 
amend) 

In re Ernest Edward Street, dec 
Vevers v Holman (s o liberty to 
amend) 

In re Woollett, dec Bate v Wool- 
lett (s o until further order) 
In re Henry Smith, dec Tingle v 

Smith (s o generally) 

In re Isaac Robinson Robinson v 
Robinson (s o generally) 

Smith v Australian Mining Gold 
Recovery ld (s o generally) 

In re Eyre, infants Guardian- 
ship of Infants Act, 1886 (in 
camera) by order (s o generally) 


| Miehle Printing Press and Manu- 


facturing Co v _ Linotype 
Machinery Id (s 0 to Dec 12) 


|In re J C Smith, dec, In re 


Clarke’s Settlement; In re 
Wanklyn’s Settlement; In re 
Streatfeild Settlement; In re 
Settled Land Acts and In re 
Conveyancing Act, 1911 Bence- 
Jones v Whitmore 

In re Morgan, dec Vachell v 
Morgan (s o liberty to apply) 
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LAW 


FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 414, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 





BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the l'idelity 





Fire. Personal Accident and Disease, 


Domestic Servants. 


Burglary. 


Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 
Fidelity Guarantee. 


Workmen's Compensation, inciuding 


Third Party. Motor Car. Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Eaq., J.P., Chairmon (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 


ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Em 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNBY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 

H. D. BEWES, . (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

L, C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Oo,.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 

F. E. BE. FAREBROTHER, . (Pladgate & .), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 

HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

KB 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 
Westminster. 

C. W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co,), Lincoln's Inn. 

W. A. T. HA WES, Eeq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

EDWIN HART Bay. (Gass. Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 

¥.CARLETON HOL ES, Esq. (formerly of Carleton Holmes, Fell & Wade), Bedford Row. 

FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 

HARRY W. LEE, — J.P. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 

DILLON BR, L, LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co.), Temple Gardens. 





ment. 

FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 
WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Mariborough Street. 
RONALD PEAKE, 7% (Peake. Rird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGUAS PEEL, Esq. (Morell, 8on & Peel), Oxford, 

THOMAS BAWLE. Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER . (Rider, Heaton & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

GEORGE L. STEWART, Eeq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRA DEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R, W. 1WEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. : 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & David:ons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 





SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


This Society, consequent on its 


business on the most favourable terms. 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 


close connection with, and exceptional ex 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT 1S ABLE 
It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
The business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 

rience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, INVITES 
O OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 
Prospectuses and Propo. al 


offered to the Pelicy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


In re B C Shepherd Harrison v 


In re F. C. Topham, dec Allen 
v Smith Shepherd 

In re The Estate of John Portman In re Alfred Williams & Co ld 
Goodrick, dec, and Trusts of South Metropolitan Gas Co v 
the Will of Same Soden v The Company 
Swann 

In re Elizabeth West, dec Bis - 
sett and anr v West Before Mr. Justice AstpurRyY. 


Retained Witness Actions. 
Williams v Williams and ors 


In re Julia Snee, dec Overnell v 
Snee | 


In re James Jaggar, dec Jaggar Same v Same 

v Jaggar | The Sealomatics (Parent) Syndi 
In re C J Grece, de Grrece v cate Id y Pakeman 

Grrece 
In re Sarah Flecknoe, dec Mar Further Considerations. 


shall v Watson 
Allen 


In re John Bassett, dec Cayley v | 


Ellis v Loton Swan v Richards 

In re Beaumont, dec (Newcastle In re T P Alder, dec Alder v 
upon-Tyne District Registry) Alder 
(s o generally) Evans v Evans 


In re Mitcham & Cheam Brewery 
Cold Walton v The Company 

In re Thomas Glover Kensit, dec 
Rabbidge v Norman 


Trial without Witnesses 
Summonses. 


(s o to Jan 19, 


Causes for 
and Adjourned 


Rose v Sicilian Ry 


In re Hervey-Bathurst’s Trusts 1914) | 
Lock v Hervey-Bathurst - In re Gough Gough v Gough 
In re M A Deloitte, dec Gosling (s 0) | 
v Griffiths In re Hawkins, dec Hawkins v 


re Thomas H Hebden, dec 


Spence v Gaskarth 


In Argent (pt hd—s o to Dec 15) 


In re Fletcher’s Trusts Helder v 


In re H J Young, dec Young v Higgins (s o generally) 

Young In re J Craven’s Estate Watson 
In re Julia Ridgway, dec Ollard v Craven 

v Ollard In re Booth’s estate Smee v 
In re Grey, dec Vyvyan v Dennis Attorney-Gen (pt hd—s o 
Egmont v Aman generally) 
In re Thomas Major, dec Taylor In re Eade’s, dec Stubbs v | 

v Majof Eades 
In re H Ferraby, dec Ferraby \ Monk Bretton Colliery Co v. | 

Ferraby Barnsley Main Colliery Co (s o 

In re H Ferraby dec, and In re generally) . 

The Trustee Act, 1893 In re Deakin’s Estate. Deakin 


In re Harrison’s Marriage Settle 
ment Fickus v Harrison 

re Pedder & Wilson’s Trusts 
Wilson v Kingsford 
In re Phillip Williams, dec 


v Ferrer-Morgan (s 0 generally) 
In re Ware, dec. Featherstone v 
McAlpine 
In re J Williams, dec. Williams 
v Clergy Widow & Orphans’ Soc 


In | 
(s o generally) 


Met- 


calf v Williams | 















Middle- | In re Thomas Key, dec Baker v 
Key 
In re Marv Skerrow, dec 


In re Joseph Sissins 
brough v Hollings 
In re Morgan, dec 


In re Keen, Greg- 


dec Keen v Keen son v Witty 

In re H W Johnson Johnson v In re William Tucker, dec Miller 
Johnson v Tucker 

In re Edwards & Priscotts’ Con In re Same Same v Same 


In re J Hawkes, dec Reed v 
Hawkes-Strugnell 

In re Samuel Walker, dec 
Lane 

In re City of Birmingham Tram- 
ways Co ld Dyer-Bennet v 
The Company 

In re Owen Jones, dec 
Williams 

In re Henry May, dec Oxford v 
Grayson 

In re E Paine, dec Hounsell v 
Nobbs 

In re Burtt 

In re Cope, dec 
Cope 

In re Aves, dec 

In re Skingley, dec 


tract and In re Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874 

In re Earl Somers’ Will 
v Somerset 

In re Application, No 349,763, by 
The Texas Co for registration 
and In re The Trade Marks Act, 


Somerset Burt v 





Jones v 
E J Taylor, dec 
Taylor 
In re Jeffery’s Trusts 
Jeffery 
re Jane Shaw, 
Trustee v Little 
In re an Arbiration between G E 
Iles and J W Bointon 
In re K O'Reilly, dec 
v Way 


Taylor v 
Nussey v 


In dec Public 
Hopkins v Burtt 


Kyffin-Taylor v 


Martin v Aves 


Armytage 
Mayhew v 





In re United Synagogue (London) Skingley 
and In re Charitable Trusts In re Charles Pease, dec Pease v 
Acts. 1853 to 1894 Pease 

In re Charles Smith, dec Smith In re Savage, dec Samman v 
v Wingate Savage 

In re Esther Davis, dec Davis v In re Henry Large, dec Baker v 
Davis Crosse 

In re Livesay, dec Livesay v In re J B Barry’s Trusts Barry 
Livesay | v Turner 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


December 2.—Messrs. Denexnam, Tewsow & Curnwocks, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold 
Properties (see advertisement, page xii, Oct. 25). 
December 3.—Messre. Dovetas Youne & 

Rent (see advertisement, back page, Nov. 15). 
December 3, —Messrs. Heratre, Som & Daw, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences 
(see advertisement, ae this week), 
December 4.—Messre. H. E. Foster & Caanrietp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, 


Co., at the Mart: Leasehold Ground 


Sbares, &c, (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

_— 10.—Messrs, Tro.Lors, at 2: House (see advertisemeut, back page, this 
week). 

December 16.—Messrs, Wratueratt & Gaeen, at the Mart, at 2: Frechold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, this week). 




















<< 


es 


D8, 








Nov. 29, 1913. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





(Vol. 58.] 109 | 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurrep rm CmANoreyY. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 21. 


ANGLO SAXON MOTOR AND CYCLE Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr. G. H. Carter, 1-2, Queen st, or to Mr. E. H. Hawkins, Charterhouse+q. 
liquidators. 

ARDEN PAPER MAKING Co, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Griffith Wilde, Bank of England chmbrs, Tib lu, Manchester, liquidator. 

COLOMBIA SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or ,before Jan 2, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Louis Bluen, 
1, London Wall bidgs, liquidator. 

HENRY BIRD & CO (INCORPORATING AUSTWICK, SON & FULLER), Ltp.—Creditors are 
required on or before Dec 1, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Frederick Bernard Harper, 35, Great Tower st, 
liquidator. 

HENRY WILLIAMS CARTAGE Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alexander Henry Donald Fraser, 1, Crutched friars, liquidator. 

NORMAN AND COLCLOUGH, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Dec 19, to send their names ani addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Frederick Geen, Liverpool rd, Stoke on I'rent, liquidator. 

PROPERTY INSURANCE Co, LTD.—Credi.ors are required, on or before Dec 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Franc:s 
William Pixley, 58, Coleman st, liquidator. 

YATES, HOLDEN & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Monday, Dec 29, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars 0: their debts or claims, to Mr. Ronald 
Dryden, 30, Brown st, Manchester, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 21. 


DavVID BOWLAS, LTD. 

HENRY WILLIAMS CARTAGE Co, LTD. 
LETCHWORTH RUBBER Co, LTD. 

F. R. BisHop, Ltv. 


| NORTHERN ALBERTA (CANADA) LANDS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
THEALE Gas LIGHT & COKE Co, LTD. 
AGINCOURT STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 

| WEST CAUCASIAN OILFIELDS, LTD. 

CEFNSTYLLE COLLIERY Co, LTD. 

| OBER-ROSBACH MINING Co, LTD. 

| WILLS MALTA COLD STORES, LTD. 

SCOTT AND SANGWIN, LTD., 

| BRIXHAM OIL Co, LTD. 

GUERNICA SILVER AND COPPER MINES (BOLIVIA) LTD. 

COLOMB:A SYNDICATE, LTD. 

AN AM POLISH UO, LTD. 

Hirst & Co, LTD. 

STATION CARRIAGE Co, LTD. 

GARRATT, MARSTON & Co, LTD. 

GEORGE BacK & Co, LTD. 

FERGUSON'S CARRIAGE Co, LTD. 

R. Jims & Co, Lrp. 

COMPANIA MOLINERA DE CONCEPCION, LTD. 

COMPaNIA MOLINKRA SANTA ROSA, LTD 

Zep Co, LTD. 

J&TSAM SHIPPING Co, LTD. 

WYE VALLEY MoTor Co, Ltp, 
WORTHINGTON BROS, LTD 


London Gazette—TUESDAT, Nov 25. 


PORHYDROMETER, LTD. 

RAINBOW (BLACKPOOL), LTD. 

HAYTOR HotTeL, LTp. 

DUKES (STOURBRIDGE), LTD. 

DEATH AND ELLWOOD, Lrp. 

JOHNSTON LEATHER Co, LTD. 

JOSEPH CLAYTON AND SONS, LTD. 

W. GAYNOR AND Co, LTD. 

NIGERIAN AND WATERBERG TIN FIELDS TRUST LTD 
TYNANT LAND AND BUILDING Co, L1D. 

PLOWDEN’S DRUG STOREs, LTD. 

GARDEN CRAFTs, LTD 

ARMENIA STEAM SHIP COMPANY OF WEST HARTLEPOOL, LTD. 
EMSWORTH, HAVANT AND DISTRICT STEAM LAUNDRY Co, | TD. 
WENLOCK Morors, LTD. 

MINAS AND GOYAZ FINANCE Co, (1899), LTD. 

W ATH-UPON-DEARNE OLYMPIA, LTD. 








. | JoNES, WILLIAM, Pembroke Dock, Tailor and Outfitter | CROWTHER, WILLIAM, South Hiendley, nr Barnsley, Inn 
ankruptcy Notices Pembroke Dock Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 keeper Nov 26 at 1030 Off Rec, Coanty Court Hall 
- Lovett, HeNRY, Handsworth Birmingham Pet Oct 27 texent st (Eastgate Entrance), Barnsley 


Ord Nov 1; 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, Nov. 18. ~My mh. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


RODLEY, JAMES, Ossett, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer's 
Agent Dewsbury Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov i3 
SKELTON, JOHN WILLIAM, Ben Khydding, Yorks, Hosier 


DAVIES, DAVID, Lianelly, Builder Nov 26 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

DOBSON HAMLER, Horsforth nr Leeds, Commercial Tra- 
vellei Nov 26at11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


BEATY, GEORGE HENRY SHAW, Dover, Bank Manager Bradford Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 “ . 
Shrewsbury Pet Novl ord Nov 14 | WATEKS, SAMPSON, Warrington fgdns, Maida Vale, | ELLIS, WILLIAM ROBERTS, Corwen, Merioneth, Physician 
BENNETT, JOHN HENRY, Derby, Railway Audit Clerk | Barrister High Court Pet Aug 12 Ord Nov 13 Nov 27 at 2 Owen, Glyndwr Hotel, Corwen 


Derby Pet Novl4 Ord Nov 14 

CLARE, L J, Kingston on thames, /Motor Engineer Pet Nov12 Oru Nov 12 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Sept 23 Ord Nov 13 

CNoops, JACOBUS, Walton, Suffolk, Journeyman Painter, 
Ipswich Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

CRAWFORD, JAMES, Bridgwater, Wholesale Confectioner 
Bridgwater Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 14 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 7: 
WAINWRIGHT, JOHN EDWARD,;Wakefield, Teamer Wake- 
field Pet Novl Ord Nov 1 


WHIFFEN, CHARLES, Sno land, Kent, Butcher Maidstone | EVANS, SAMUEL, Brierley Hill, Boot Dealer Nov 27 at 12 


Otf Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
FLAN GAN, BERNARD, Harrogate, Hairdresser Nov 27 at 3 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
FOXHALL, JOSIAH, Pontrpridd, Colliery Lampman Nov 27 
at 11.45 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 


DAVIES, ISABELLA, Newtown, Montgomery Newtown Amended Notices substituted for those published in the GIDUMAL, TEKU MOCHAND, Newman st, Oxford st Nov 


Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 


London Gaze 


tte of Nov 14: 28 at 12 Kankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


EDDOLLS, ROBERT, Llantwit Major, Labourer Cardiff | PHILLIPS,’ JOHN WILLIAM, Ashton under Lyne, Journey- | GOODALL, EK, Moorgate st Nov 28. at 11 Bankruptcy 


Pet Nov 14 Urd Nov 14 man Joiner Ashton under Lyne Pet Oct2: Ord bldgs, Carey st 
EVANS, RICHARD, Rhymney, Mon, Colliery Repairer Nov 11 GRAHAM, WALTER HENRY, St Leonards on Sea, Stationer 
Tredegar Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 FIELDEN, ELIZABELH, Chithester Brighton Pet Nov_10 Nov 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 12a, Mariborough pl 
EVANS, SAMUEL, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Boot Dealer Stour- Ord Nov 10 Brighton 
__ bridge Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 FIRST MEETINGS GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM, Pontypridd, Baker Nov 27 at 11.15 
FLANAGAN, BERNARD, Harrogate, Hairdresser York Pet wr 4 NGS. Off Rec, St. Catherines chmbrs, St. Catherine st 
Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 ALLOOTT, EDWARD, Birmingham, Grocer and Poulterer Ponty» ridd 


GIDUMAL, TREKU MULCHAND, Newman st, Oxford st High 


Court Pet June12 Ord Nov 14 Birmingham 


Nov 26 at 11.20 Ruskin combrs, 191, Corporation st, | HAINES, DENIS, Weymouth, Salvage Master Nov 27 at 1 


Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 


GOODALL, E, Moorgate st High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord | ALTy, James, Kufford, nr Ormskirk, Cycle Dealer Nov 26 | Isaacs, Aluermanbary, Woollen Merchant Nov 28 at 1 


’ 
Nov 15 atll Off Rec, Union Marive bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liver- 


Isaacs, Aldermanbury, Woollen Merchant High Court pool 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 14 


BEESLEY, HENRY WILLIAM, Hanley, Clothier Nov 26 at 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
JOHNSON, Capt EDWARD PELLIER, Old Ferry House, 
Chelsea Embankment gdns Nov 26at12 Bankruptcy 


JOHNSON, Capt EDWARD PELLIER, Old Ferry House, 11.30 North Stafford Hotel, Stuke on Trent bldgs, Carey st 
Chelsea Embankment gdns High Court Pet Oct 16 | BIRCHALL, WILLIAM HENRY, Atherton, Lancs, Farmer | JOHNSTONE, ERNEST, North Featherstone, Yorks, Publican 
Ord Nov 14 Nov 26 at 11.30 Of Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton Nov 26 at1l Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 


JOHNSON, GEORGE, Draycott, Derby, Journeyman Joiner | CHAFEN, WALTER HEVRY, 
Derby Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 





Nov 26 at il Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 


Brigg, Lincs, Confectioner | LANGDALE, GEORGE, West Hartlepvol, Picture Framer 
Nov 26 at 2.30 « Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 





JONES, MATTHEW, West Malvern, Worcester, Insurance | CNooPs, JACOBUS, Walton, Suffolk, Journeyman Painter | LAYBOURNE, CATHERINE, Vid Sharlston, Yorks Nov 26 at 


Broker Worcester Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 15 


Nov 26 at 2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 10.30 Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakeficld 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATSE sSTEHEIZT, LOoMwPownm, H.C. 
ESTABLISHED In 1880. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERSB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 


Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Morigages 
spplication. 


ot Licensea Property, Settiead py Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connecti.in with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WOKKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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MARRIOTT, FREDERICK, Wellingborourh, Northampton, 
Bricklayer Nov 26 at 12 Off Rec, The Parate, 
Northampton 

MILLAR, LENNOX, Menthorpe, Yorks, Farmer Nov 28 at 
12 Off Rec, York City Bank Chmbrs, Lowygate, 
Hull 


WILLIAM and ToM NoRTHOVER, Dorches*er, 
Nov 26 at 4.30 King’s Arms Hotel, 


NORTHOVER, 
Motor Engineers 
Dorche-ter 

PAYNE, SYDNEY HAROLD, Piddletrenthide, nr Do-chester, 
Fruiterer Nov 26 at 4.15 King’s Arms Hotel, Dor- 
chester 

PHILLIPS, JOHN WILLIAM, Ashton under Lyne, Journey- 
man Joiner Nov 26 at 3 Of Rec, Byrom st, Man 
chester 

PHILPOT, FRANK HEND#N, Balham hil 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Regs, WILLIAM, Dinas Powis, Glam, Builder 
Off Rec, 117, Saint Mary st, Cardiff 

RODLEY, JAMES, Ossett, Yorks, Woollen 
Agent Nov 27atll Off Rec, 
tion st, Dewsbury 


Nov 26 at12 132, 
Nov 28 at 3 


Manufacturer’s 
Bank chmbrs, Corpora- 


SKELTON, JOHN WILLIAM, Ben Khydding, Yorks, Hosier 
Nov 27 at1l Off Rec, 12, Duke s , Bradford 

STALLWOOD, ERNEST, West Wycombe, Bucks, Farm 
Labourer Nov 27 at 11.30 1,8t Aldate’s, Oxford 

THURMAN, ToM EDWARDS, ow. Beer.off Shop- 
keeper Nov 26 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 


TURNER, EDWARD, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler Dec 
2at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

WATERS, SAMPSON, Warrington gdns, Maida Vale, Barrister 
Nov 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WHIPFFEN, CHARLES, Snodland, Kent, Butcher Nov 26 at 11 
9, King st, Maidstone 

WILLIAMS, ROBERT, Aberaman, Aberdare, Builder Nov 27 
at 11 Off Rec, 8t Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine's 
st, Pontypridd 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM ELR&DER, Swansea, Chemist Nov 28 
at 19.45 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, 
Swansea 

WOOLLEY, ERNEST, Mayfield, Staffs, Miller Nov 27 at 12 
Off Rec, 12, St Peter’s churchyard, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ALTY, James, Rufford, nr Ormskirk, Cycle Dealer 
pool Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 15 

BENNETT, JOHN HENRY, Derby, Railway Audit Clerk 
Derby Pet Nov 14 Ord Novlé 

BERMAN, BARNETT, Solon New road, Clapham, 
Wandsworth Pet Oct20 Ord Nov 18 

Cnoops, JaAcoBus, Walton, Suffolk, Journeyman Painter 


Liver- 


Draper 


Ipswich Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

DAVIES, DAVID, Lianelly, Builder Carmarthen Pet 
Nov | Ord Nov 14 

DRAKE, ARTHUR, Faringdon, Berks, Baker Swindon Pet 
Oct 16 Ord Nov l4 

Eppouis, Rosert, Llantwit Major, ,Labourer Cardiff 


Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov l4 
EVANS, RICHARD, Rhymney, Mon, Colliery Repairer Trede- 


gar Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

EVANS, SAMUBL, Brierley Hill, *taffs, Boot Dealer Stour- 
bridge Pet Nov 138 Ord Nov 13 

FLANAGAN, BERNARD, Harrogate, Hairdresser York Pet 
Nov 13 Ord Nov 18 

HALL, ROBERT MICHAEL, Salisbury, Wilts, Solicitor Salis- 


bury Pet Oct8 Ord Novl4 
HOLDSWORTH, CHARLES, Clapham rd, Butcher 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Novy lz 


High Court 


JOHNSON, GEORGE, Draycott, Derby, Journeyman Joiner 
Derby Pet Novi15 Ord Nov 15 
JonEs, WILLIAM, Pembroke Dock, Tailor Pembroke 


Dock Pet Nov15 Ord Nouv 15 
LUSTED, JAMES VIDLER, Kirdford, Sussex, Miller Brighton 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 


PELHAM, VICTOR RALPH, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale High 
Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Nov 12 
PHILLIPS, JOHN WILLIAM, Ashton under Lyne, Journey- 


man Joiner Ashton under Lyne Pet Oct 22 Ord 
Nov l4 

PLEDGE, ALBERT, Brighton, Dripping Merchant Brighton 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

R&VELL, ROLAND, Great Marlborough st High Court Pet 


Pet Sept 12 Ord Nov 12 

RODLEY, JAMES, Ossett, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer's 
Agent Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 14 

SKELTON, JOHN WILLIAM, Ben Rhydding, Yorks, Hosier 
Bradford Pet Nov 14 Ord Novl4 

THOMAS, JOSEPH HENRY, Newport Mon, Cheese Factor 


Pet Oct 18 
EDWARD, Nottinzham, 


Ord Nov 14 
Beer-Off Shop- 


Newport, Mon 
THURMAN, Tom 


keeper Nottingham Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 14 
TRAYLEN, CHARLES LEONARD, Dean rd, Willesden Green 
Medical Practitioner High Court Pet Oct29 Ord 
Nov 13 
WATERS, SAMPSON, Warrington gdns, Maida Vale, 


Barrister High Court Pet Augi2 Ord Nov 15 
WHIPFFEN, CHARLES, Snodland, Kent, Butcher Maidstone 
Pet Novl2 Ord Nov 12 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 7: 
WAINWRIGHT, JOHN EDWARD, Wakefield, Teamer 
field Pet Novl Ord Nov l 


Wake- 


London) Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARBLASTER, GEORGE FREDERICK, Cainham, Shropshire’ 
Draper Leominster Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 18 

ATKINSON, ALFRED JAMES, Great Grimsby Great Grimsby 
Pet.Nov ll Ord Nov 18 

BARKWAY, RICHARD, St Davids, Pembroke, License! 
Victualler Pembroke Dock Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 17 

CLAYTON, JOHN, Harborne, Birmingham, Commercial 
Traveller Birmingham Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

COOKE, MALCOLM STUART, Merton Park, 

broker Croydon Pet Oct 24 


21. 


Ord Nov lv 


Surrey, Stock- 





DUNCoMBE, The Hon HUBERT ERNEST VALENTINE, South 
Norwood, Surrey Croydon Pet July 2 Ord Nov 18 

ECCLESTON, FREDERICK WALTER, Cleator Moor, Cumber- 
land, Hatter Whitehiyen Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

GRIFFIN, WILLIAM JOHN, Cropley st, Hoxton, Baker High 
Court Pet Nov19 Ord Nov19 

HAZELL, JOHN EDWARD, Woodham Ferris, Essex, General 
Stores Dealer Chelmsford Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

HILL, CHARLES TREVENEN ARTHUR, Penzance, Grocer and 
taker Truro Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

HUGHES, MARGARET JANB, Aberystwyth Aberystwyth 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 18 

HUMPHREYS, ELI CHARLES, Pontygwaith, Glam, Colliery 
Rider Pontypridd Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Hyams, Eis, Farleigh rd, Stoke Newington, 
Brighton Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 19 

JINKS, WILLIAM, Chadderton, Lancs, 
Oldham Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

JONES, WILLIAM DANIEL, Morfa Nevin, Carnarvon, Grocer 
Portmadoc Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

LEITAO, Louis Pocas, Manchester Manchester Pet July 
28 Ord Nov 17 

LINSELL, J, Hornsey Rise, 
24 Ord Nov 19 

MUNNS, LESLIE C, Keston, Kent 
Ord Nov 18 

PRODHAM, HERBERT, 


Tailor 


General Carrier 


Builder Hizh Court Pet Oct 


Croydon Pet July 24 


Filey, Yorks Scarborough Pet 


Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

RUssELL, W W D, Chatsworth av, Wimbledon Croydon 
Pet Oct 20 O:d Nov 18 

SMITH, GeEoRGE, Liantwit Major, Glam, Ironmonger 
Carciff Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 18 

STOKeR, WILLIAM, Burnham, Somerset Taunton Pet 


Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

WHALE, Jos, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier 
Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

WHITE HIRAM, Beeston, Notts, Lace 
Nottingham Pet Nov 19 (rd Nov 19 

WHITTAKER, ELI, Hazelwell, Birmingham, Builder 
ingham Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 17 

WILLARD, E, Eastbourne, Fruiterer 
6 Ord Nov 19 

WILLIAMS, JAMES PHILIP, 
Novl7 Ord Nov 17 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Sept. 30: 

THOMAS, 
Pet Sept 9 


Aberdare Pet 
Manufacturer | 
Birm- 
Eastbourne Pet Nov 


Neath, Grocer Neath Pet 


Heaton, Newcastle 
Ord Sept 24 


HINDMARCH, Tyne 


Durham 


upon 





LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1869. 

The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMLNISTRATORS, for CUSTS in Actions where security 
is ordered to be given, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 


Scotch Courts, &c., &c. 
Claims Paid Exceed - £3,264,000. 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness, 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Loss of Profits, 

Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances, 


;—42-45, New Broad Street, E.C. 
61, 5t. James's Street, 8.W. 





HEAD OFFICE 
West End Uitic e: 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalizea. 
Cc. H. peg the Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f§ Secretaries. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 1823, 


Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 
Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest | 
or by way of deferred charge. Options for oe 
sllowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &®764,825. 


30 Coleman St., London, E.C. 

















STAMMERERS read Mr. Alfred 


Appelt’s book, “Stnmmering and its Permanest 
Cure” (published by Messrs. Methuen and Co., Ltd., j 
London, W.C.; price 3/6 net), which entirely 

removes the veil cf mystery that has hitherto hun; 
over the treatment of impediments of speech, 


should not fail to | 





Evening Standard says:—‘‘A sincere book 
that is sure of a passionate welcome among 
stammerers.” 
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LIBRARY 


and 


STUDY 
FURNITURE 


ASY and 
Writing Chairs 
Roll-top Tables 
Bookcases, Ad- 
justable Couches 


Library Catalogue Free 


MAPLE «CO 


Tottenham Court Road 
LONDON 


STNNUU!NNONLENQUOTANUTYTAUUUULOOUOUTOOUTPREQULEOOU TATE AONE HN is 








REEVES & TURNER, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS, 


A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 
TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
Removed from 3, Bream's Buildinas.) 


4, 





AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 

payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— ~ 

Abstracts Copied eee oe © 8 per sheet, 
Briefs and Drafts ove +» 2 3 per 20 folios, 
Deeds Round Hand _s., ee 0 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted eee ww. 3 O per sheet, 
Full Copies oe ooo ww» © 3 per folio. 


PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet Draft, $d, ditto 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C, 








SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 
Prices from 6/6 each. 
Iustrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd., 


191 & 192, PLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, 









































